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ABSTRACT 
LA OFICINA: AN ETHNOGRAPHIC STUDY OF LANGUAGE AND POWER IN 
SECOND GRADE PEER PLAY 
FEBRUARY 1999 
BENJAMIN CHANNING FORBES 
B.A., OBERLIN COLLEGE 
M.Ed., LESLEY COLLEGE GRADUATE SCHOOL 
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
Directed by: Professor David Bloome 
This dissertation reports findings from a study of the social interactions of second 
graders as they engaged in daily periods of classroom free play. 
The purposes of the study were: a) to examine how students used oral language 
and literacy practices to construct social identities and status relationships; and b) to 
analyze how these everyday literacy practices and peer relations on the local level of the 
classroom were linked to broader, macrolevel social relations. 
The study focused on a group of children - consisting primarily of working-class 
Latina and African American girls - who played regularly in a play office that was set up 
in the comer of a Spanish-immersion classroom within an urban elementary school. 
Data collection included thirty-one hours of audio and videotape. Analysis 
consisted of thematic analysis of fieldnotes, taped data, and students’ written artifacts, and 
microanalysis of key peer-play events. The microethnographic analysis combined 
Fairclough’s (1989; 1992) approach to critical discourse analysis with Bloome and Egan- 
Robertson’s (1993) framework for analyzing intertextuality as a social construction. 
The findings show that children used literacy practices, and formed complex play 
identities and relationships, which drew upon multiple discourses, including domestic 
family life, the adult workplace, the peer group, and romantic love. The results of the 
study were ambiguous and contradictory: girls defined themselves as strong females in 
their interactions with boys and in their fantasy play as ‘bosses’ of their own ‘companies’. 
However, their conceptions of being ‘boss’ were closely bound to performing clerical 
tasks and child care. Girls both sustained and resisted traditional love ideologies in the 
contradictory ways that they appropriated popular-culture texts. 
The results of the study indicate that peer-play literacy practices and social 
interactions are not politically neutral, but rather are deeply connected with how cliildren 
form identities, status relationships, and ideologies of gender and class. Social theories of 
discourse need to develop more dynamic terms for adequately describing the complex, 
ambiguous, and contradictory processes in which subjectivities and relationships are 
constructed in children’s everyday peer play. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION AND FOCUS OF THE STUDY 
A. Introduction and Overview 
This is a study of the social identities and power relationships constructed by 
second graders as they engage in classroom periods of free play. Using interpretive and 
microethnographic analyses of children's peer-play conversations, and data from 
interviews and fieldnotes, I examined children’s peer play as a means of understanding 
how children construct, negotiate, and challenge dominant ideologies of power and 
identity. 
Schooling has traditionally separated 'work' from 'play1 in the use of physical space 
as well as in the formal curriculum. Work is usually associated with 'legitimated 
knowledge' and specific forms of learning and teaching, while play, fun, and pleasure are 
associated with wider social relations found outside the school (Corrigan, 1987). With 
recess considered a time to rest from doing schoolwork, educators have traditionally paid 
little attention to the social and cognitive ‘work’ that can occur during recess peer play 
(Pellegrini, 1995). 
Play has been more closely associated with early childhood settings on pre- and 
kindergarten levels, but it has not been considered to have a serious role within the 
classroom curriculum in grades beyond kindergarten level. Research studies have not 
looked specifically at how children's peer-play activities in elementary classrooms 
construct social identities and ideologies of power. Many studies have described the 
richness and wide variety of literacy uses in nonschool settings, particularly within 
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working-class and other 'nonmainstream' families and communities (e.g., Heath, 1983; 
Taylor and Dorsey-Gaines, 1988; Anderson and Stokes, 1984). However, neither 
community-based nor school-based studies have specifically dealt with how these literacy 
uses are implicated in maintaining or resisting wider socioeconomic structures. 
Recent social theory has been helpful in providing insightful accounts of how the 
social order is maintained and reproduced (e.g., Foucault, 1979; deCerteau, 1984; Giroux, 
1992; Apple, 1982; Hall, 1981; Fiske, 1993), but it is often presented in abstract terms. It 
is often removed from the voices, daily experiences, and lived texts of actual people — 
particularly those of people of color, women, children, and other subordinated groups. A 
danger of beginning an inquiry with abstract theory, according to Smith (1987), is that one 
ends up treating the everyday world as an object of study, rather than as the lived 
experience of actual people who, in their daily living, construct social relations which are 
at once local and historical, as well as embedded in wider social contexts. In approaching 
the study of classroom peer play, then, a question which needs to be asked is how closely 
does macro theorizing capture children's everyday realities? Are there ways in which the 
everyday eludes macro theorizing? 
Thus a goal of my research study is to look closely at what children are specifically 
doing, saying, and negotiating, during the everyday 'actualities' of their school peer play. 
By critically analyzing the 'texts' produced in their talk and literacy practices, I seek to 
reconstruct the ways children establish identities and social relations — and to determine 
the extent to which these subject positions and power relations maintain or challenge 
dominant patterns embedded in wider social contexts. 
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B. Focus of the Study 
The broad question of this study is: How are the social relations among second 
graders - as constructed through everyday peer-play events of talk, reading, and writing — 
embedded in the wider social, cultural, and economic processes of society? 
This broad question can be broken down into separate but related sets of questions: 
• How do children in their everyday episodes of peer play organize social relations 
among themselves? 
• How do they use language and literacy practices to construct social identities and 
status relationships? 
• How are everyday social relations and literacy practices, on the particular and local 
level of the classroom, linked to broader social relations of society? 
Although each question is integrally connected with the other, I present them separately 
for purposes of discussion. 
Question 1: How do children in their everyday episodes of peer play organize 
social relations among themselves? How do they use language and literacy practices to 
construct social identities and status relationships? 
This question is based on three assumptions: First, children’s uses of 
language and literacy in peer-group play are inherently social. Second, children's peer- 
group social interactions contribute to the formation of identities and power relationships. 
Third, identities and relationships constructed on the situational level of the classroom are 
linked to broader social and cultural contexts. Based on these assumptions, the research 
problem is to develop a description of young children’s peer-play literacy practices which 
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reveals how they incorporate power relations related to the constructs of ‘work’ and 
‘play’. 
Whenever people use language to communicate in actual situations of interaction, 
they are involved in creating social identities (Gumperz, 1982). In a similar way, 
whenever people acquire and use a form of reading and writing, they take on the identities, 
behavior expectations, and statuses associated with that particular literacy practice (Street, 
1995). Social identities are often created within the parameters of gender, ethnicity, and 
class, which "are not constants that can be taken for granted but are communicatively 
produced" (Gumperz and Co ok-Gumperz, 1982). In situations of peer play among 
children in a Spanish-immersion classroom, social identities might also be constructed 
around parameters such as ability, age, size, dialect or language, among other factors. 
Given that social identities are intertwined with relationships of power and status, a 
key facet of the first question is: how do changes in peer-play identities, or subject 
positions, affect relationships of power among children? For example, when a child 
occupies a particular subject position in her fantasy play, e.g., a bank president, guard, 
mother, or doctor, how does this change her relative power with peers? How do changes 
in social context affect interactions? This research question might also include complex 
situational factors on a number of levels: what kind of fantasy discourse is being drawn 
upon; who is playing and when; history of prior group interactions; who determines what 
literacy practices, materials, and inclusion rules are in use; who has storytelling rights (c.f., 
Shuman, 1986); as well as personality and style issues. To what extent are their 
relationships based on 'adversativeness' versus cooperation, and other differences 
constructed within gender dynamics? 
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When they draw upon different combinations and types of discourse — using them 
as resources -- children can become ’subjects' in the creative, active sense (Fairclough, 
1989). To what extent do children re-produce discourse in new or modified ways which 
may transform social structures? (Fairclough, 1989; 1992). This leads to the second 
research question. 
Question 2: How are these everyday social relations and literacy practices, on the 
particular and local level of the classroom, linked to broader social relations of society? 
This question refers to 'texts' - including spoken conversation and various forms of 
writing — that children produce during episodes of classroom peer play. The question also 
refers to text as semiotic meanings produced through their actions, gestures, and other 
contextualization cues. Thus the notion of'literacy practices' includes the oral interactions 
in which reading and writing acts are embedded, and is based on the assumption that 
literacy and orality, rather than being completely divided, consist of similar processes 
(Street, 1984). 
This question explores the ways that children (as participants) produce and 
interpret the texts of their own literacy practices and interactions — and how they make 
intertextual links to texts associated with popular culture and discourses of the social 
world beyond the classroom To what extent do children draw upon these discourses in 
conservative and normative ways, or in innovative and creative ways which contribute to 
discursive change? As children play with differing subject positions how might they 
experience contradiction and struggle? How might local and societal orders of discourse 
be "experienced as contradictorily structured, and thereby open to having their existing 
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political and ideological investments become the focus of contention in struggles to 
deinvest/reinvest them" (Fairclough, 1992, p.70). 
This second question seeks to explain how the specific features of children's peer- 
play texts contain 'traces' of broader processes of producing and interpreting texts on the 
societal level. This involves analysis of children’s texts in light of their links to hegemonic 
struggle within such institutions as the family, school, and places of work. In particular, 
the specific ways that children construct intertextuality will be studied for their 
consequences in terms of wider social practices. How do children legitimize or 
delegitimize particular power relations related to race, gender, class, and other socially 
constructed categories? 
C. Significance of the Study 
This study of children's informal uses of language and literacy has methodological, 
theoretical, and practical relevance. First, there is a need to expand what constitutes 
'literacy' — from narrow school definitions based on one politically neutral norm, toward 
the notion of'literacy practices' as multiple and inherently ideological (Street, 1984; 1993; 
1995). As Street (forthcoming) points out, ethnographic research needs to explore how 
literacy practices are linked to notions of identity (including concepts of self and person) 
and struggles over power. By closely observing second-graders during student-directed 
episodes of peer play, this study will add to our understanding of the complex ways in 
which children's "unofficial" literacy practices are ideologically embedded. By better 
understanding how children negotiate such ideologies as gender and class in their play, 
educators might more effectively plan teaching approaches leading to greater critical 
awareness. In addition, making visible the particular voices and events of'everyday' 
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children is itself a political act — since often the specific ways in which people act upon the 
world, and upon their historical and material conditions, get ignored in educational 
research and policy-making (Bloome and Bailey, 1992). 
Second, this study has practical relevance for teaching for a number of reasons. 
Work and play have been so deeply segregated in traditional school culture that even 
newly entering kindergartners are keenly aware of the difference between schoolwork and 
play (King, 1983). By understanding the kinds of issues, preoccupations, and out-of¬ 
school experiences, which children bring to free play, teachers might be better able to 
develop a more culturally responsive curriculum, based on strong home-school links. Also, 
by building on children's interests in community literacy practices, educators can better 
incorporate a study of'genres of power' into the literacy curriculum (Lemke, 1989). 
Many educators who argue for the importance of student experience do not often 
consider how this experience is shaped by popular culture (Giroux, 1992). By recognizing 
the powerful effects of popular culture on how children construct themselves as persons, 
teachers might use the texts' (spoken and written) created during informal peer play as 
objects of study leading toward critical language awareness (Janks and Ivanic, 1992). 
Third, combining an ethnographic approach with critical discourse analysis, 
contributes to the development of an expanded notion of'context' in qualitative 
educational research. As Gilbert (1991) points out, a problem with many ethnographic 
studies based on the qualitative research techniques of observation and interview, is that 
events and relationships are recorded in detail — whereas 'context' is described in only 
vague and generalized ways. Local and particular events have not been connected to 
broader social contexts in a systematized manner. This study attempts to apply some of 
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the explanatory strategies of critical discourse analysis (Fairclough, 1989; 1992) to 
ethnographic data, so that the microlevel of children’s classroom interactions can be 
usefully related to macrolevel social contexts. 
D. Limitations of the Study 
This study focuses on small group peer interactions and literacy practices during 
free-time periods within one second-grade classroom. Although the study is limited as to 
size of population — it does not compare a large population across many sites — an 
advantage of focusing on a small group of students is that it allows for descriptive, 
detailed microethnographic analysis of moment-by-moment events. The findings, although 
particular to this one setting, can be used to generate further questions and theoretical 
constructs related to children’s informal (and often unnoticed) literacy practices and social 
identities. 
Another limitation relates to time and access. The classroom teacher was on a 
maternity leave for the first three and a half months of the school year. The substitute, a 
beginning teacher, was reluctant to have a research study take place in the room. 
Consequently my participant-observation phase necessarily had to occur in the remaining 
six months of the school year. However, this did not prove to be a major problem, since 
'Marta' the classroom teacher has been completely supportive of the study (and to pilot 
studies in the past). She willingly granted me access to her room on a daily basis — not 
only to morning free-time periods, but also to any other period of the day. In feet she 
suggested additional times during the day when spontaneous peer conversations were 
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likely to occur. Based on past pilot studies in this classroom, I found that students seemed 
to readily accept my presence and be uninhibited in their free play. 
Given that my study is classroom-based, my findings are limited primarily to what I 
observed in the classroom. Although I gathered some information about the children’s 
outside experiences through interviews with teachers and assistants (and through informal 
talks with parents), I was not able to conduct a more community-oriented study such as 
those reported in Street (1993), or Barton and Ivanic (1991). Thus I was not be able to 
observe firsthand the social interactions and relationships of participants in outside-school 
settings. This limits possible conclusions about the origins of behavior, attitudes, or 
sources of'demonstrations' (Holdaway, 1986) provided by popular culture, home, and 
community. 
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CHAPTER II 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Children in their peer play engage in complex patterns of interaction that evade 
easy labeling based on race, gender, and class. Children's relative status and influence 
among their peers constantly shift according to specific contexts of play and combinations 
of children and situations. Class and ethnic labels do not guarantee a particular standing 
among peers on the social hierarchy. Thus the problem when analyzing social sites such as 
the classroom, lies in constructing theoretical frameworks which can account for everyday 
complexities in ways that avoid using static and essentialistic categories. 
My discussion of theory and research will attempt to provide a framework for the 
study of children’s peer play. However, I will first present three brief vignettes of actual 
children engaged in fantasy play, as adapted from fieldnote data collected in a pilot study 
of classroom play (Forbes, 1995). I include these episodes as a ‘reference point’ to 
ground the theoretically oriented discussion of this chapter. 
Example 1: 
In the office area, Sabrina (middle-class, European American) plays the boss of the ‘S 
Office’. A group of girls watch as she carefully slides a phonics card behind a small 
wooden crate, lifts it out, flips it over, and repeats the motion. She announces “I just did 
another computer conversion!” Luz and Sonia (both working-class, Latina) pick up cards 
and copy Sabrina’s actions. Sonia says “I’m doing convirgens!” When Marta, the 
teacher, calls out “tiempo de recoger” (clean-up time), Sabrina imperiously orders the 
others to put away all the office papers, phones, and markers so the other children 
(especially boys) won’t steal them. 
Example 2: 
Luz pretends she is the office secretary delivering to Sabrina — who plays the boss sitting 
on the couch in her ‘office’ — a ‘notice’ from Sabrina’s boyfriend. After reading the note, 
Sabrina picks up a phone and angrily says, “YOU JERK! I’m dumping you for good!” 
She then instructs Luz to play the boyfriend and come into her office to give her a black 
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eye. Luz then does an elaborate role-play of unlocking a door, entering Sabrina’s office, 
mock-slapping her, and repeatedly swiping at her with a staple-remover. Sabrina shields 
her face and says nervously “Come on! That could really hurt!” Luz makes several more 
swipes at Sabrina’s face, then saunters out of the ‘office’. Sabrina, with a solemn 
expression, calls over to Debbie, “Look what he did to my eye!” Meanwhile Luz writes 
“Your a jrk” on a sheet of paper, which she waves tauntingly in Sabrina’s face, and then 
runs off laughing. 
Example 3: A group of girls is playing bakery in the office area. Only English is being 
used, with Debbie and Althea directing most of the play activity. Katiria, who is Spanish- 
dominant, says little but watches the others and follows along in their play. Then Marta 
approaches the play area. She picks up a phone and pretends to call up the bakery. 
Explaining that she only speaks Spanish, she orders three cakes in Spanish. Katiria 
translates Marta’s phone call for Debbie and Althea, and then takes an assertive role in the 
ensuing group play. With an animated tone she announces that their panaderia is located 
in Puerto Rico and that everyone has to speak Spanish. Debbie and Althea follow Katiria’s 
lead and use what Spanish they know as they discuss Marta’s order, write it down on the 
order pad, and make the requested play-dough pasteles. 
These examples illustrate some of the complexities to be found in children’s classroom 
peer play. In order to adequately explain such complexities, social theory is needed to 
account for the contradictory positions and multiple identities which children like Sabrina 
and Luz construct in their peer play. However, when based on static categories drawn 
from given disciplinary fields, theory can turn everyday actualities into abstracted concepts 
that are external to real children engaged in play (Smith, 1987). Smith asserts that: 
sociological discourse has maintained its hegemony over experience...by insisting 
that we must begin with a conceptual apparatus or a theory drawn from the 
discipline, if only because to embark on inquiry without such a conceptual 
framework exposes us to the wild incoherence of ‘history’ or of the actualities of 
people’s worlds. (1987, p. 89) 
Smith stresses that inquiry should begin, not on the level of concept or theory, but at the 
level of experience and action — with the goal of understanding how the everyday world is 
organized by broader social relations that are not readily visible to it. 
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In this chapter I consider various social theorists who address the areas of play, 
discourse, power, literacy practices, and gender, to explore their usefulness in providing a 
framework for explaining the dynamics of children’s ‘everyday worlds’ of classroom peer 
play. I will begin with theorists and researchers who have focused specifically on play as 
an area of study. 
A. Play from the Perspectives of Play Theorists 
1. Problems in Defining Play 
A problem with defining play is that the phenomenon of play takes so many varied 
forms, ranging from the solitary activities of one individual to the collective activities of an 
entire group. Play can take such forms as acting out fantasy dramas, playing with objects 
such as toys, and playing games that are either strictly or loosely bound by rules. In their 
attempt to define play, many theorists have tended to focus on one or another aspect of 
play to the exclusion of others, thus missing some of its everyday complexity. For 
example, among the descriptive characteristics of play which are widely assumed to be 
true are that it is pleasurable and enjoyable, that it is not obligatory but freely chosen by 
the player, and that it involves the player’s active engagement (Garvey, 1990). In 
addition, play has been greatly idealized, as evidenced by the widespread perception of 
play as egalitarian, flexible, and functional (Sutton-Smith and Kelly-Byme, 1984). These 
definitions and characterizations, however, become problematic when looking at actual 
episodes of play. For example, the brief samples of data which I took from everyday 
classroom play (Examples 1, 2 & 3 above) suggest these assumptions may not always be 
true for all play scenarios. In Example 1, Sabrina shows pleasure at being in charge of her 
computer conversions; but in Example 2, she expresses fear and discomfort toward the 
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aggressive behaviors of Luz as the boyfriend (as suggested by her self-protective gesture 
and nervous tone of voice). Rather than being actively engaged, Katiria and several other 
Latinas often took passive roles - particularly when group play was dominated by the 
more vocal girls and when play was conducted in English (Example 3). In addition, 
children set up elaborate hierarchies, in which dominant players like Sabrina maintained 
their boss-like positions, while confining others to the ranks of workers, helpers, or even 
guard dogs. 
As these brief samples of data suggest, play is not necessarily ‘free’ and not necessarily 
good for all players (Pellegrini, 1995). Children’s choices are constrained by such factors 
as: 1) availability of materials to use in play; 2) activities considered appropriate by 
supervisory adults; 3) peer pressure; and 4) the dominance of popular culture which 
provides limited models based on rigid gender stereotypes (Sutton-Smith and Kelly-Byme, 
1984). In A History of Children’s Play (1982), Sutton-Smith documents the many ways 
in which children’s play can be harsh, brutal, and dysfunctional for some members of a 
‘play group’. Sluckin (1981), in his study of children’s recess play on the school 
playground, gives graphic evidence of young children’s acts of bullying, harassment, and 
terror to control others. 
As Sutton-Smith (1986) notes, we can recognize the spirit of play based on our 
own experiences, but it is difficult to agree on what play is. He describes the changing 
conceptual fashions of play over the course of Western history as play has been 
conceptualized in completely oppositional ways — e.g., as either optimistic and positive, or 
as negative and pessimistic. Thus the study of play has itself been the source of cultural 
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conflict, as interpreters impose their own definitions based upon differing ideological and 
disciplinary perspectives (Sutton-Smith, 1986). 
2. Problems with Researching Play 
Among the problems with earlier research on play, is that researchers have not 
sufficiently considered the perspectives of children. By attempting to study children 
‘scientifically’ through ‘detached objectivity’, researchers have often taken the perspective 
of the detached ‘outsider’ (Pellegrini 1995). In addition, by viewing play as a kind of 
preparation for adulthood, theorists have maintained an adult-centric interpretation of play 
(Sutton-Smith and Kelly-Byme, 1984). 
Sutton-Smith (1980) describes the long tradition according to which play has been 
defined as a voluntary and solitary activity conducive to developing competence or 
creativity within the individual. The individualistic orientation of this tradition has been 
evident, for example, in psychoanalytic theory (e.g., Erikson, 1952) as well as in 
cognitive-developmental theory (e.g., Piaget, 1962). As a result of the hegemony of 
psychology in play theory, researchers have been unable to approach play as a social 
phenomenon - that is, as part of a network of social relationships embedded in the 
everyday contexts of children’s play (Kelly-Byme, 1989). 
In contrast to approaches to play based on mainstream psychology, recent 
approaches have increasingly drawn upon a range of disciplines, including anthropology, 
folklore, education, sociolinguistics, social psychology, and sociology. Following an 
interpretive rather than natural science model, these approaches have focused on 
understanding children’s constructed meanings, and on viewing play as collectively 
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organized behavior which is related to enculturative processes of the larger society (Kelly- 
Byme, 1989; Sutton-Smith, 1980). 
3. Communication Theory of Play 
Among the many approaches following an interpretive science paradigm is the 
communication theory of play. Based on a view of play as a kind of socially-situated 
communication, this approach stems from the work of Bateson (1972). Sutton-Smith 
(1980) notes that: 
in its larger sense this is the view that play is a kind of interpretation or 
‘reading’ that a society provides to itself... Play is not distinct from reality; 
rather, play is a communication about ordinary life, and in combination with 
the ordinary life, constitutes reality...We look at children’s play...to see what 
they are saying about the society in which they live and to see how they are 
reconstituting it as their own kind of generative grammar of cultural 
happenings, (p. 11) 
According to Bateson (1976), play creates a paradoxical situation in which “these actions 
in which we now engage do not denote what those actions for which they stand would 
denote. The playful nip denotes the bite, but it does not denote what would be denoted by 
the bite” (p. 121). He explains that the phenomenon of play can only occur if participants 
use meta-communication through the exchange of some form of signal which gives the 
message “this is play.” Bateson asserts that this phenomenon of signals standing for other 
events suggests that the evolution of play may have contributed in important ways to the 
evolution of communication. 
T his perspective on play as a socially situated form of paradoxical communication 
has been taken up by Garvey (1990), Schwartzman (1978), and GiflBn (1984), among 
others. These researchers have focused on how children organize and communicate about 
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fantasy play, including how it is framed and signaled by participants. A study by Garvey 
found that much of children’s speech is spent in setting up, clarifying, and negotiating play 
- so that often “the saying is the playing” (Garvey and Bemdt, 1975). 
Fein (1986) points out that pretend events are inventions, not imitations of the 
‘real world’: unlike correspondence theory, a metacommunication theory of play proposes 
that events rendered in pretense do not have a straightforward relationship to actual 
experience, even though they may be about experience. Children use various 
metacommunication devices (i.e., communicating about their communication) to keep 
each other informed about what is happening. These communications are central to social 
play and can be very complex. As Garvey (1979) observes, a child might simultaneously 
take on multiple roles or identities: e.g., director of scenario, prompter for the verbal 
script, and an actor within the scene. Garvey adds that, when interacting with a partner, a 
child must monitor and control the partner as well as one’s self, using such features as 
turn-taking, temporal controls, and inter-speaker pause relations. Play episodes can be 
framed through children’s use of‘normal speech’ as opposed to ‘make-believe’ role- 
playing speech (Garvey, 1979). Declarative sentences can function not just as running 
commentary but also to control the action of peers (Corsaro and Tomlinson, 1980). As 
Giffin (1984) notes, children can direct play through a quick low voice; but they can also 
direct activity from within the play frame itself — for example, by saying, “Granma, come 
and save me,” the child can assign a role without interrupting the play episode. 
Thus, analysis of communication patterns and interpretive tecliniques used during 
fantasy play helps make visible the ways children view their social world (Corsaro and 
Tomlinson, 1980). In her study of an urban day-care center, Schwartzman (1978) found 
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children to be very concerned with issues of control, dominance, and manipulation. Their 
play was a commentary on their abilities at control, as well as on symmetrical and 
asymmetrical relationships in both play and outside contexts. Schwartzman explains: 
In the process of playing, children learn that behavior is “contexted” (e.g., there is 
a difference between play and nonplay), that contexts influence the authority 
structure of relationships (e.g., there are differences between symmetrical and 
asymmetrical relationships), and that these relationships can be commented on. As 
children most generally experience hierarchical relationships in their families and at 
day-care centers, schools, etc., it is not surprising to find that they use these 
relationship models in play as a way to interpret and comment on their experience 
of their own relationships to each other, (p.245) 
For example, even while teachers attempt to define children as equals within the classroom 
(e.g., ‘all take turns’), children’s play texts are commentaries on the actual peer-group 
hierarchies they experience, as well as on hierarchical orders in general (Schwartzman, 
1978). In addition, children borrow play relationships from interactional systems they 
know (e.g., parent-child, child-child) to work out their own relationships and make new 
relationships for themselves (Sutton-Smith 1979). 
As Cook-Gumperz (1991) points out, children also use family experiences and 
social information in playful ways to construct notions of oppositional categories. For 
example, children use natural oppositions like size (small/big) or color (blue/red), and 
transform them into social categories (e.g., boys/girls; us/them; child/adult) based on 
binary oppositions. To illustrate this, she notes how the nursery school children observed 
by Corsaro (1985) created a special category to define Corsaro — calling him ‘Big Bill’ — 
since as a participant observer in their classroom he was neither a peer nor an adult 
teacher. 
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Schwartzman (1978) argues for studying play within more natural settings of 
schools and neighborhoods, based on participant-observation research methodology, 
which takes a sideways perspective of the child in play - that is, which reveals the play 
texts as embedded within the social context of players, and which includes the history of 
relationships of players over time within a specific setting. She also argues for the need to 
understand the variety of play statements used by children in specific contexts to create, 
sustain, and end make-believe play events. Based on her own study of play, she observed 
verbal and nonverbal statements which include, for example, what she calls formation 
statements (“Let’s play house”), connection statements (“Can I play with you?”), 
acceptance statements (“OK, now I’m eating it”), counterdefinition statements (“No, this 
is meat, not rice”), maintenance statements (e.g., incorporating a child’s Ming down into 
the play, e.g., “Daddy hurt himself’), reformulations (“Let’s play cowboys now”) 
(pp.238-239). 
Schwartzman (1979) stresses that play is an activity of transformation, and 
criticizes researchers who emphasize the ‘preservative’ quality of play texts. She argues 
that researchers who emphasize the socialization function of play contexts - and who view 
play as an imitation of nonplay activities — ignore the satirical, critical, and interpretive 
qualities of play texts. She states that: 
By providing children with an opportunity for commentary or interpretation, 
play suggests the possibility of reinterpretation, challenge, and even change in 
relationships. Make-believe play creates these possibilities because it is both a 
text and a context. This, then, is the beginning of humor, art, and all forms of 
social satire and critique and is perhaps the most significant feature of this play 
form. (p. 245) 
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4. Summary 
The communication view of play thus provides a framework which contributes to 
an understanding of what children are doing in their social play. For the purposes of my 
study, I find the perspective on play as socially contexted - as constructed through group 
activity - more useful than psychology-based models which focus on the cognition of the 
individual. The strength of the communication view of play is its ability to explain specific 
strategies used by children to communicate with one another as they set up, maintain and 
disband play; construct symmetrical and asymmetrical relationships; and establish various 
social categories and hierarchies. Another strength of many researchers using the play as 
communication approach (e.g., Schwartzman, 1979; Kelly-Byme, 1989) is their use of 
ethnographic methodologies which investigate social play in its everyday contexts - as 
opposed to experimental approaches used by many psychology-oriented researchers who 
rely on laboratory contexts. 
However, one problem with the play-as-communication approach is that it gives 
too much emphasis to the processes used by participants in maintaining the function of 
play, but not enough to the ideological content of play. That is, with its focus on 
describing and categorizing the various statements used by children to organize their social 
play, this approach assumes language to be a neutral, transparent medium of 
communication It does not explicate how language itself can act upon children, limiting 
or extending the w’ays their social identities and relationships may be constructed. The 
constitutive aspects of language — how individuals are positioned within discourse -- are 
not foregrounded. 
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In addition, play-as-communication theorists and researchers examine closely the 
strategies used by children to produce ‘texts’ in both their conversations and interactions. 
However, they have not in any extensive way examined written texts produced during 
children’s peer-play literacy practices. Nor have they focused on the ways that children’s 
oral and written texts, as instances of discourse, help position children socially in 
differential ways. What is needed is an analysis that explains how children’s peer-play 
texts are cultural and ideological texts, which, like the (gendered) popular cultural texts 
that children borrow in their play, help inscribe them within specific discourses - with 
specific consequences for how children construct power relationships among themselves. 
Thus, in contrast to the individual psychological orientation of earlier studies, the 
view of play as communication focuses in important ways on everyday, naturalistic play 
contexts. As such it suggests a framework for describing specific strategies used by 
children in maintaining, revising, and disbanding their social play. 
However, what is needed is a theoretical framework which links microlevel play 
situations to broader sociopolitical contexts, such as how gender, class, race, and other 
social categories are constructed or resisted. In particular, what are needed are 1) a 
theoretical framework which can explain how children are not only positioned as subjects 
within discourse and power, but also are able resist or change such positioning; 2) a 
definition of literacy which can account for how children’s fantasy-play literate activities 
contribute to social identities and status relationships; and 3) a practical approach to 
discourse analysis which can critically examine how material linguistic and paralinguistic 
strategies (e.g., naming, name-calling, wording, interactional control) help position 
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children in ways which reproduce or challenge social relations on wider levels of society. 
It is to these three areas that I now turn in the following sections. 
B. Play from a Discourse and Power Perspective 
As discussed in the previous section, children’s peer play was defined not just as 
the cognitive activity of one individual, but as an activity constructed by a group, in which 
communication among participants is vital for maintaining and regulating the flow of play. 
However, a problem with the play-as-communication theory is that the notions of 
language, the ‘self or individual, and power are not problematized. Based on humanist 
assumptions of personhood, the play-as-communication perspective implies that the 
individual is an actor who unproblematically uses language as a form of communication to 
exert power over others or to accomplish social work. What is not examined by this 
perspective is how the individual may be regulated and positioned by language itself as an 
instance of discourse and discursive power. 
In order to study how children construct social identities and power relationships 
in their classroom peer play, a theoretical framework is needed which can more critically 
define the notions of ‘identities’ and ‘power’. In order to explain how microlevel play 
episodes are linked to broader relations of society, a conceptual definition of discourse is 
also necessary. The social theory of feminist poststructuralism provides one such 
conceptual framework which attempts to account for how the individual ‘subject’ is 
positioned within multiple discourses and within multiple power relations. 
1. The Self as a Subject Positioned in Discourse 
The term ‘subject’ in poststructuralist theory is a radical departure from humanist 
conceptions of identity wrhich have dominated Western philosophy and sociopolitical 
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thinking. Weedon (1987) uses “subjectivity’ to refer to “the conscious and unconscious 
thoughts and emotions of the individual, her sense of herself and her ways of 
understanding her relation to the world” (p.32). Whereas humanist discourses assume an 
individual which is unique, fixed and coherent (i.e., an irreducible human essence), 
“poststructuralism proposes a subjectivity which is precarious, contradictory and in 
process, constantly being reconstituted in discourse each time we think or speak” (p.33). 
According to Weedon, social structures and processes are organized through institutions 
and practices (e.g., law, church, family, educational system) which are located within 
particular ‘discursive fields’ - a notion developed by Foucault to explain how language, 
social institutions, subjectivity and power are connected. Asserting that subjectivity and 
consciousness are socially produced in language, which is a site both of struggle and 
potential change, Weedon explains: 
Language is not transparent as in humanist discourse, it is not expressive and 
does not label a ‘real’ world. Meanings do not exist prior to their articulation 
in language and language is not an abstract system, but is always socially and 
historically located in discourses. Discourses represent political interests and in 
consequence are constantly vying for status and power. The site of this battle 
for power is the subjectivity of the individual... (p. 41) 
Because the subject can occupy differing positions within multiple and sometimes 
conflicting discourses, these positions have no necessary coherence, and might in fact be 
contradictory (Henriques et al 1984). 
Davies (1993a) points out that despite the liberatory intentions of humanist views 
of identity, humanism assumes the individual to be rational, non-contradictory, and 
conceived of as separate from the social world. “This prevents [individuals] from seeing 
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the multifaceted and fluid nature of their own experience, drawing tight boundaries around 
the self and its possibilities” (p. 10). 
As an outgrowth of individualistic humanist accounts of the person, socialization 
theory views the individual as going through a process of being shaped by others. For 
instance, sex-role socialization theory assumes that the child is passively taught her or his 
sex-role by a significant adult, and is then strongly influenced by peers, the media, and 
other outside forces (Davies, 1989). According to Henriques et al (1984) socialization 
theories reflect the individual-society dichotomy which has dominated psychology and 
social theory, and thus fail to account for the child’s active contribution to her own 
development. Similarly, role theory (as developed by sociologists like Goffinan), also 
assume a core person who is the actor taking on different roles - like other forms of 
individual-social dualism, this obscures the recognition of subjectivity as a socially 
constituted product (Henriques et al, 1984). 
How the individual self or subject is conceptualized has implications for 
researchers attempting to study children’s conversations from the child’s perspective, 
since assumptions about selfhood are implicit in both the observer’s theoretical framework 
as well as in how children conceive of themselves. For example, in her study of primary 
school children’s talk, Davies (1993a) found that: 
[tjheir interpretations of themselves as people who can make choices and act 
upon the world - their beliefs about agency - are based, to a large extent, on a 
humanist definition of themselves as having desires or ‘wants’ that stem from 
and signal who they ‘really’ are. The fulfillment of their wants or desires is 
seen as a confirmation of this self. That those desires might be discursively 
constituted or might result from the influences of others is apparently not 
thinkable within children’s interpretive frameworks, (p. 11) 
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Whereas, according to a humanist perspective, desire signals a person’s ‘real’ identity, 
poststructuralist theory sees desire as being constituted through discourse. The close 
analysis of the multiple, everyday discourses and practices through which our 
subjectivities are constituted, makes visible the tensions, instabilities, and contradictory 
ways each person’s subjectivities are constituted (Davies, 1993a). A poststructualist 
perspective also has implications for understanding how power is played out in everyday 
contexts such as children’s informal peer-play interactions. 
2. A Discourse Perspective on Power 
When looking at children’s classroom peer play, what is needed is a theoretical 
framework for understanding power relationships, and which can respond to such 
questions as the following. Is it possible to say that a given child “Is powerful” or “has 
power” over others? Are these labels essentializing in the sense that they affix an essence 
to their personalities, that make them true for all situations? When describing the relative 
power among girls and boys in peer-play contexts, how effective are traditional role- 
theory notions of‘stereotype’? 
Walkerdine (1990) points out that psychological concepts of‘role’ and 
‘stereotype’ portray girls and women as unitary subjects who are socialized to be weak, 
powerless, and passive. While crucial to the development of Marxist and feminist 
practices, such concepts are not helpful in understanding how children are positioned, for 
example, in the everyday life of schools. “[FJemale teachers and small girls are not unitary 
subjects uniquely positioned, but are produced as a nexus of subjectivities, in relations of 
power which are constantly shifting, rendering them at one moment powerful and at 
another powerless” (p.3). In addition, Walkerdine argues that resistance is not necessarily 
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progressive; because relations of power are constantly shifting, resistance can sometimes 
be reactionary. She illustrates this by a poignant example of nursery school boys who 
resist their teacher’s authority by speaking to her as a sex object. By refusing to be 
constituted as powerless objects in the teacher’s discourse, they instead rendered her 
powerless by making her the object of male sexual discourse. Walkerdine explains: 
It does not seem reasonable to assert a monolithic and ahistorical view of sexism 
and oppression in which the boys are either to be understood simply as 
powerless children oppressed by the control of an oppressive bourgeois 
educational institution or simply as the perpetrators of patriarchal social 
relations. The important word here is simply. For they indeed have the 
potential to be produced as subjects/objects in both discourses, but inherent in 
the discursive positionings are different positions of power. Individuals, 
constituted as subjects and objects within a particular framework, are produced 
by that process into relations of power. An individual can become powerful or 
powerless depending on the terms in which her/his subjectivity is constituted. 
(P-5) 
Walkerdine stresses that, while the material and economic are important, individuals do 
not derive power solely from their material and institutional position. As Henriques et al 
(1984) point out, we are neither totally powerful nor powerless, but fragmentary and 
positioned and repositioned from one moment to the next. They explain that while power 
relations are invested in discourse, power is not monolithic, even when we speak of 
dominance and oppression. Following Foucault, they argue that it is important not to 
essentialize power or resistance, and that power is not the property of one group or 
another. 
Foucault (1979) describes power as flowing capillary-like, not just from top to 
bottom, but everywhere, locally as well as globally. Rather than propose a universal and 
totalizing ‘theory’ of power, Foucault argues that theory has to be seen in the context of 
particular cultural practices, such as revealed by the systematic analysis of technologies of 
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power (Dreyfus and Rabinow, 1982). Arguing that power exists only when put into 
action, Foucault (1982) defines the exercise of power as “a way in which certain actions 
may structure the field of other possible actions.. .a mode of action upon actions” (p.222). 
According to Foucault (1980): 
power is not to be taken to be a phenomenon of one individual’s consolidated 
and homogeneous domination over others, or that of one group or class over 
others...Power must be analysed as something which circulates, or rather as 
something which only functions in the form of a chain. It is never localised 
here or there, never in anybody’s hands, never appropriated as a commodity or 
piece of wealth. Power is employed and exercised through a net-like 
organization. And not only do individuals circulate between its threads; they 
are always in the position of simultaneously undergoing and exercising this power. 
They are not only its inert or consenting target; they are always also the elements 
of its articulation. In other words, individuals are the vehicles of power, not its 
points of application, (p.98) 
Given Foucault’s analysis of power as exercised, the notion of‘empowering’ 
becomes problematic. Gore (1992) notes that: first, the idea that one can give power to 
(or ‘em-power’) another over-simplifies how power operates in our society; and second, 
empowerment must be viewed as context-specific and related to actual practices. 
Suggesting that descriptions of empowerment in decontextualized terms can lead to 
universalizing statements about “all teachers”, “all students” or “all women,” Gore (1992) 
argues for closer attention to the microdynamics of how power gets exercised in particular 
sites. “More attention to contexts,” she asserts, “would help shift the problem of 
empowerment from dualisms of power/powerlessness and dominant/subordinate, that is, 
from purely oppositional stances, to a problem of multiplicity and contradiction” (p.61). 
Henriques et al (1984) refer to the experience of having more or less power in 
different social practices as ‘contradictory subjectivity’, and describe the complexities 
inherent within a category such as ‘woman’: 
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The approach which expects multiple positionings corresponding to a 
multiplicity of subjectivities’- as mothers, wives, consumers, workers of one 
kind or another, etc. - must refer to the specificities of the different practices in 
order to describe the different subject positions and the different power 
relations played out in them. It cannot simply speak of a specific subject’s 
behaviour and attitudes or ascribe in advance the subject’s position according 
to class or gender, (p. 117) 
As an example of the ‘multiple positioning’ within the category ‘woman’, Henriques et al 
(1984) point out that in the welfare system women can sometimes have relative power 
within specific welfare practices that privilege the subject position ‘mother’ as opposed to 
‘single women’ or ‘married women’ - discrimination against women is not uniform and 
cannot easily be generalized in the same way for all women. 
Walkerdine (1990) contends that children in their classroom play re-create the 
discourses with which they are familiar, including the multiple and contradictory positions 
of power inherent in such discourses. She illustrates this with a sample from classroom 
play in which nursery children are playing hospital, and in which boys are encouraged to 
play doctor and girls to be ‘helpful’ nurses. One girl, however, by switching to the 
‘woman in the home’, is able to maneuver out of being the powerless, subservient nurse so 
that she can then get control over the doctor by controlling his domestic life. Walkerdine 
suggests that girls are not always weak and dependent, but actively engage in struggle 
with boys. By using such tactics as re-framing their play as a domestic situation, they are 
able to exercise relative (though limited) power. She argues that “[understanding the 
individuals not as occupants of fixed, institutionally determined positions of power, but as 
a multiplicity of subjectivities, allows us to understand that an individual’s position is not 
uniquely determined by being ‘woman’, ‘girl’ or ‘teacher’” (p. 14). This kind of analysis 
precludes an understanding of power, not as static, but as produced through struggle and 
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within relations that are constantly shifting (Walkerdine, 1990). This perspective on 
power thus can help explain how children such as Sabrina, Luz, and Katiria (Examples 1, 
2 & 3) - rather than being powerful or powerless according to membership to any class- 
or ethnicity-based category - are positioned in complex ways within a variety of 
discourses, with sometimes contradictory effects on their relative status with one another. 
3. The Unconscious and the Production of Desire 
When examining children’s fantasy play it is also necessary to have a theoretical 
framework that will account for children’s desires and choices they make - such as in play 
episodes acting out ‘dating’ relationships (e.g., in Sabrina and Luz’s boyfriend drama of 
Example 2). A theoretical perspective is needed which can explain how children sustain, 
change, and break out of traditional ‘binary’ subject positions - or reconstruct them in 
creative ways. What is also needed is an explanation on how children respond to the 
ubiquitous images and demonstrations that they receive from popular-culture texts (e.g., 
television, comics, picture books), and how children appropriate these texts in their 
fantasy play. 
When applying to children’s peer play a poststructuralist view on subjectivities as 
contradictorily positioned within multiple discourses, there remain several problems which 
need to be addressed, such as: how children’s fragmentary subjectivites are held together; 
how it is that an individual continuously positions herself within particular discourses; how 
a person’s wishes, desires, and sense of identity can be explained (Henriques et al, 1984). 
How can children’s play activities be theorized within a conception of discourse so that 
personality differences can be accounted for? How can explanations be avoided that 
resort to a “kind of discourse determinism.. .which implies that people are mechanically 
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positioned in discourses, a view which leaves no room for explicating either the 
possibilities for change or individuals’ resistances to change, and which disregards the 
question of motivation altogether” (Henriques et al, 1984, p. 204)? 
Henriques et al (1984) suggest that poststructuralist theorizing, which replaces the 
unitary subject with the view of the subject as constituted within discourse, does not 
adequately explain the specific ways that actual subjectivities are constructed in discursive 
practices. They explain that: 
Psychoanalysis supports the view we have developed of subjectivity as 
produced through contradiction and conflict, a subjectivity whose machinery is 
not entirely accessible because of the subterfuges of the unconscious. But we 
do not consider the subject incapable of change as if it were produced and 
positioned in an originary moment and held constant in the vice of refractory 
desires. So we need to move beyond what psychoanalysis offers, whilst 
positively utilizing its lessons. In particular there remains the task of outlining 
the disposition of power-desire-knowledge complex, wherein subjectivity is 
intricated. (p. 225) 
Henriques et al (1984) suggest these problems can be approached by adapting 
selective aspects of psychoanalytic theory (particularly the work of French psychoanalyst 
Jacques Lacan). They point out that, in contrast to traditional psychology, psychoanalysis 
provides an account of the irrational, contradictory, and unconscious aspects of subjective 
experience; it theorizes how the individual’s psychic life is linked to the social; and it 
explains our resistance to change. They also argue that desires, such as women’s desires to 
bear children, are socially produced and thus are changeable. However, there is no simple, 
causal relationship between images (e.g., of mothering) presented through discourses 
(e.g., magazines and child-care books) and how one’s unconscious works. Even though 
“a major lesson from psychoanalysis is that there is no simple relation between the 
working of fantasy and ‘external reality’” (p.219), it is possible to investigate how desires 
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are produced within particular locations, through particular discursive practices as they are 
taken up by specific individuals. However, they caution that simply looking at how 
positioning is produced through discourses may not be sufficient: 
.. .the relation between the workings of the unconscious of any particular woman 
with respect to positions in any particular practice is not one of simple 
recognition and acceptance. That is, we need to understand the motivational 
basis through which such an uptake is produced. Here, desire is not an 
energizing process onto which specific content is grafted. Rather, in order to 
take our account further we need some way of explicating how discursive 
relations enter into the very production of desire in the first place, (p. 222) 
An example of an explication of how desires are produced is Walkerdine’s (1990) analysis 
of the complex ways in which children’s literature inscribe primary school age girls in 
heterosexual practices such as romantic love. She argues that cultural products like 
comics are so influential because they resolve (in symbolic form) psychic conflicts 
postulated by Lacanian psychoanalytic theory, such as the dynamics inherent in the shift of 
the girl’s desire from the mother to the father. Despite the power of such literature to 
engage young girls at the level of conscious and unconscious desires - offering ‘happy- 
ever-after’ solutions - Walkerdine emphasizes that young girls do not passively adopt 
femininity. Rather, femininity is always unstable and the result of struggle. If girls do 
accept traditional models of femininity, they do so because of the power of social practices 
to offer particular resolutions to psychic struggle, not because of any inherently 'female' 
mind or body (Walkerdine, 1990). 
4. Cultural Texts As Gendered 
When studying children’s fantasy play episodes, such as the drama of the vengeful 
boyfriend created by Luz and Sabrina in Example 2, it is possible to consider children s 
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dramatic scripts as ‘texts’ which often take the form of story narratives, and which can be 
studied for their ideological content. Gilbert and Taylor (1991) define cultural texts as 
both representational forms (such as a video or teen magazine) and lived social relations 
(e.g., the interactions of a specific group of girls). They view cultural texts as part of a 
network of meanings which make up the social world - and as such are the sites of 
struggle over meaning. Many cultural texts (e.g., novels, short stories, films, television 
shows, videos, songs, comics, advertisements) are forms of narrative; and as ‘stories’ they 
help to structure and regulate cultural meanings - including dominant and acceptable 
versions of parenting, marriage, childhood, femininity and masculinity (Gilbert, 1991). 
According to Gilbert: 
Stories function in our culture as powerful - often invisible - forms of social 
control. By sequencing narrative events in an apparently 
logical/natural/commonsense order, stories provide ‘readings’ (sense-makings) 
of our lived cultural experiences. As visual, auditory, iconic or written texts, 
stories then become cultural artifacts, contributing to the valorisation and 
dominance of certain cultural experiences. (1991, p.9) 
Christian-Smith (1990), in her study of romance fiction, found that teen romance 
novels are so successful at ‘ensnaring’ their readers into traditional gender values because 
of their narrative structures. She found that characters, actions, and conflict resolutions 
were organized through good/bad and strong/weak binary opposites; and that the 
narrative form was linked with content as expressed in the ‘codes’ of romance, 
beautification, and ‘proper’ heterosexuality. Davies (1993b) asserts that romantic 
discourse — and ‘storyline’ in particular — is a major contributor to male/female dualism, 
and an important way in which children learn patterns of desire ‘appropriate to their 
gender. 
31 
Gilbert (1994) argues that stories can be changed, but, because the narrative 
‘logic’ is dominated by culturally and historically prescribed social values and ‘truths’, 
alternative storylines may be difficult to understand. For example, in Davies’s (1989) 
study of young children’s reactions to anti-sexist picture books, most of the children 
expressed confusion over the alternative storylines (not comprehending, for instance, why 
a girl would choose not to marry the prince). To be a 'resistant' reader who challenges the 
socially conventional 'reading' of a story, the reader must have access to other discourses 
and reading positions which resist dominant ideologies (Gilbert, 1991). 
Conversely, in order to become resistant writers, girls need texts which offer them 
alternatives to dominant masculinist discourse patterns (Gilbert, 1988). Gilbert claims that 
girls’ writing is closely tied to their reading, both being learned cultural practices. She 
argues that girls’ texts display resistance to many forms of gendered stereotyping, but such 
writing is seldom noticed or encouraged by teachers. In the stories written by two ten- 
year-old girls, she found that these young writers were able to construct texts which, at 
least to some degree, transformed gender relations. However, constrained by traditional 
generic forms, they were unable to position themselves outside the discourse of romantic 
ideology. In contrast, Moss (1993) presents a less pessimistic view of young girls and 
popular culture. She argues that, rather than being hopelessly ensnared by popular fiction, 
girls in their own romance writing actually modify and transform it as a genre, and pose 
their own challenging questions about identity and power. Moss (1989) argues that the 
bodies of cultural knowledge that children use in their writing are filled with contradiction 
and diversity, allowing them to struggle with the conventions of popular fiction and to 
create alternative meanings (Gilbert and Taylor, 1991). 
32 
Although as cultural texts, children’s lived social relations may be separated 
analytically from representational forms, they are interwoven with everyday social practice 
(Gilbert and Taylor, 1991). There is a need to extend this kind of analysis of discourse 
and power to the texts created through children’s classroom peer play. While Davies 
(1989; 1993a) was able to capture primary-age children’s conversations about gender- 
related topics, their talk was often in response to her interventions as a researcher. What 
is needed is a similar analysis to fantasy peer-play texts, created when children are allowed 
to choose their own topics and create their own dramas (such as in the Walkerdine 
examples). Gilbert (1988), Moss (1993), Kamler (1994), Dyson (1993) and others have 
looked at the written texts of young girls (and boys) -- their critical and poststructuralist 
analysis needs to be extended to children’s oral and written peer-play texts. These 
researchers have focused on the narrative genres which dominate the school curriculum - 
but this kind of analysis needs to be applied to other forms and genres of written text as 
they are woven through play interactions (e.g., letters, notes, forms, lists, sign-in sheets, 
signs and notices, labels). That is, in order to better understand children’s peer play, non¬ 
school and community-based genres need to be analyzed for the multiple ways they 
position children in terms of power relationships and social identities. In short, what is 
needed is a definition of‘literacy’ that can accommodate the many varied literacy forms 
produced by children when the teacher is not always looking — such as during less 
‘structured’ times of the school day when children use reading and writing for their own 
purposes when alone with their peers. 
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C. Play as Oral and Literacy Practices 
During classroom peer play - especially in environments that are well-stocked with 
literacy artifacts -- children produce forms of literacy which may differ from the genres 
traditionally associated with school-based literacy. As seen for instance in Examples 1, 2 
& 3, these literacy activities can take such varied forms as ‘computer conversions’; 
personal letters (e.g., ‘dear John’ letters, ‘hate mail’, etc.), notes, signs and notices (e.g., 
‘Your a jrk’); order forms, receipts, and checks (e.g., as found in a bakery orpanaderia). 
These forms of reading and writing were closely woven into conversations, fantasy 
dramas, and other social interactions involving the construction of identities and status 
relationships. A definition of literacy is thus required which encompasses these varied 
forms of reading, writing, and speaking which, although occurring in the classroom, differ 
from what usually counts as literacy in school settings - and which more closely resemble 
community and other ‘non-school’ types of literacy activity. 
1. Challenges to Literacy as Singular. Neutral and School-Based 
Rockhill (1994) challenges the conception of literacy as a discrete set of politically 
neutral skills that can be studied and analyzed apart from the social contexts in which they 
are used. "The construction of literacy is embedded in the discursive practices and power 
relationships of everyday life -- it is socially constructed, materially produced, morally 
regulated, and carries a symbolic significance which cannot be captured by its reduction to 
any one of these" (p.247). In a similar way, Sola and Bennett (1985) argue that "literacy 
practices are riddled by power relations which reflect broader struggles for domination, 
struggles (re)enacted in face-to-face interactions" (cited in Rockhill, 1994). 
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Dominant 'school-based' definitions of literacy have traditionally equated literacy 
with the classroom where it is formally taught. Such definitions can differ greatly from the 
rich variety of'everyday literacy' which engage people in their lived experience (Barton, 
1994). Langer (1987) argues that many scholars, too, have taken a narrow school-based 
view of literacy as the functional ability to read and write. These notions of schooled 
literacy often refer to classroom-taught collections of skills which are associated with 
standardized tests and the ‘evaluative apparatus of schooling’ (Cook-Gumperz, 1986). 
What counts as reading and writing depends very much on the social context in 
which it occurs. Within the context of school there may be a wide range of literacy 
activities, some of which may not count as reading and writing according to the formal 
school curriculum (Bloome, 1987). For example, Gilmore (1987) describes how sub-rosa 
peer-group activities of urban African-American students displayed literacy and language 
skills that were recognized and valued by the group, but not by teachers. Social status 
given to literacy ability depends on the situation in which the literacy activity is organized 
and on who is assigning status (Bloome, 1987). 
Research on reading and writing has traditionally followed a psychological 
research paradigm and has focused on individual learning within education settings. 
However, in the past two decades a growing body of research, from such disciplines as 
anthropology, sociology, and history, has shifted to a more social perspective in which 
literacy is seen as constructed and negotiated in varied contexts of everyday life (see 
Barton, 1994; Cook-Gumperz, 1986). For example, Scribner and Cole (1981), in their 
cross-cultural work in the field of psychology, view literacy not as a set of 
decontextualized skills, but as a set of social practices into which people are apprenticed 
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as part of a social group -- whether as students in school, letter-writers in the local 
community, or members of a religious group (Gee 1990; see also Barton 1994). 
In her sociolinguistic ethnography of home literacy events. Heath (1983) found 
cultural differences in the ways that three communities approached learning and literacy. 
The two 'non-mainstream' communities in her study valued school success, but their 
children frequently experienced school failure. The social interactions and approaches to 
literacy of these two communities were sometimes very different from decontextualized 
approaches to literacy in the school, where value was placed on learning a sequenced 
hierarchy of skills. Other ethnographic studies showing discontinuities between home and 
school uses of language and literacy include those of Au and Jordan (1981) and Scollon 
and Scollon (1981). Anderson and Stokes (1984), and Taylor and Dorsey-Gaines (1988) 
found a wide range of literacy activities and purposes used by families in the poor, urban, 
working- class communities of their studies. In a similar way, Moll and Greenberg (1990) 
describe the vast 'funds of knowledge' in a working-class Mexican community in Tuscon. 
Willett and Bloome (1993) describe how community-centered views of literacy can 
contrast sharply with a school-centered view. 
These and other studies, drawing upon frameworks from anthropology and 
sociolinguistics, have thus expanded the notion of literacy from one equated with books 
toward that of multiple 'literacies'. "The idea of multiple literacies suggests that other 
voices need to be heard and not disenfranchised by a single view of correct language as 
schooled literacy" (Cook-Gumperz and Keller-Cohen, 1993). 
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2. Street's Ideological Model 
Street (1993), in contrast, argues that it is not enough "to extol simply the richness 
and variety of literacy practices made accessible through such ethnographic detail: we also 
need bold theoretical models that recognize the central role of power relations in literacy 
practices" (pp.1-2). Street develops what he calls an 'ideological' model "to focus on the 
ways in which the apparent neutrality of literacy practices disguises their significance for 
the distribution of power in society and for authority relations" (1993, p.2). He prefers the 
term "literacy practices" not only to 'literacy1 but to 'literacy events' and 'multiple literacies'. 
The concept of literacy practices challenges the dominant emphasis on a single Titeracy' 
and better describes literacies as specific to particular places and times (Street, 1995). 
Literacy practices are widely varied and contextually situated, and reproduce or challenge 
structures of power and domination. This contrasts with the 'autonomous' model which 
conceives of literacy in politically neutral and technical terms, independent of social 
context (Street, 1984). 
Street (1993) also disputes the assumption of a 'great divide' between literacy and 
orality inherent within the autonomous model. Proposing the idea of an "oral/literate 
mix", he states that the relation of oral and literate practices differs from one context to 
another. He argues that the concept of oral/literate practices is a more precise unit of 
study, and better suited to cross-cultural comparisons, than attempts to compare literacy 
or orality in isolation. Ethnographies of literacy which support this ideological model 
include, among others, those of Weinstein-Shr (1993), Camitta (1993), Shuman (1986), 
Rockhill (1994) and Probst (1993). As examples of what Street (1984) calls the 'new 
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literacy studies', they highlight the varied ways in which literacy practices are embedded in 
power structures. 
Street’s socially and politically-oriented notion of literacy practices lends itself to 
the study of children’s informal (and often sub-rosa) peer-play uses of literacy. Unlike 
traditional psycho logistic definitions of literacy, his ideological model conceives of literacy 
practices as embedded in the power relationships of everyday life. It thus provides an 
analytical framework that can be practically applied to the diverse ways in which children 
establish status relationships within their peer cultures. Also, since children’s group play 
weaves together oral with written language, as seen for instance in the fantasy scenarios of 
Luz, Sabrina and others (Examples 1,2 & 3), Street’s concept of‘oral/literate mix’ is 
useful. In contrast to traditional notions which assume that literate behavior is more 
abstract, rational and ‘advanced’ than oral behavior, Street (1984) approaches oral and 
literate practices as an integrated unit. This theoretical construct is applicable to children’s 
fantasy play, in which ‘texts’ are produced as a result of the interrelated ways that 
speaking and writing practices work together to form social identities and status positions. 
Street’s ideological model is also compatible with forms of discourse analysis 
which are based on a material and ideological conception of language, and which link 
microlevel language practices to broader social and power relations of society. 
D. Critical Discourse Analysis and Play 
The ideological model of literacy, then, provides a working definition of literacy as 
social practices which are deeply implicated in how individuals form identities and power 
relations in everyday settings. As discussed earlier, feminist poststructuralism gives a 
conceptual framework for: 1) explaining how individuals are positioned within multiple. 
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contradictory discourses; and 2) viewing ‘cultural texts’ (whether representational or 
based on lived social relations) as sites of struggle over how desire, gender, and power are 
constructed. However, despite the usefulness of these theoretical frameworks, what is still 
needed is a practical approach that can apply these views of power, identity, and literacy 
to actual instances of discourse such as children’s classroom peer play. What is required is 
an approach to discourse analysis that is not limited to descriptive analysis — but that is 
also interpretive, capable of explaining how specific practices are linked to broader social 
and power relations. Such an approach to discourse analysis needs to be based on a view 
of language as ideological and intertextual, and which can be studied on the material 
level of children’s social interactions. 
1. A Materialist View of Language 
Being inherently ideological, language consists of assumptions which are often 
unconscious about how society is hierarchically organized; therefore, when we speak we 
replicate the social hierarchy, given that different uses and styles of language are signals 
about status and solidarity (Gee, 1990). An important question is whether we should look 
for the ‘ideological’ in children’s conscious and unconscious assumptions (by examining 
their thoughts and subjective processes) -- or in their actions (by examining the ‘texts’ of 
their conversations and interactions). 
Eagleton (1991) argues that ideology is not simply a question of subjectivity, nor 
merely the effect of objective social structures. Ideology is "an organizing force which 
actively constitutes human subjects at the roots of their lived experience...” (p.222). He 
defines ideology, not as language, but as ‘discourse’ — that is, as an active material force, 
as the actual uses of language to produce specific effects. This material view of language 
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was previously described by Voloshinov (1973) who theorized on how social power gets 
played out within language, and who laid the groundwork for what has become known as 
’discourse analysis'. Voloshinov’s concept of the ‘sign’ as a site of struggle among 
competing social interests marked an important shift in the theory of ideology: it replaced 
the traditional focus on ideas and consciousness with a concern for linguistic performance 
and social interaction (Eagleton, 1991). For Voloshinov, ideology is ‘material’ because all 
forms of human activity and cognition are embedded in semiotic signs (Gardiner, 1992). 
According to Voloshinov: 
The domain of ideology coincides with the domain of signs. They equate with 
one another. Wherever a sign is present, ideology is present, too. Everything 
ideological possesses semiotic value... Every ideological sign is not only a 
reflection, a shadow, of reality, but is also itself a material segment of that very 
reality. Every phenomenon functioning as an ideological sign has some kind of 
material embodiment, whether in sound, physical mass, color, movements of 
the body, or the like. (1973, pp. 10-11) 
This materialist view of language suggests that, rather than looking for ideology 
within children’s ideas and beliefs, one needs to look at how power is inscribed in 
children’s utterances and interactions within everyday social contexts. In other words, if 
ideologies are located in the events of face-to-face interaction (rather than in people's 
heads), then the 'event' becomes the focus of analysis - that is, the basic analytic unit is not 
the individual but the group (Bloome and Bailey, 1992; Bloome 1992). 
2. Social Construction of Intertextualitv 
A key aspect in studying a particular event is understanding it as part of a history 
of prior (and future) events, which are constructed by people acting and reacting to each 
other. According to Bloome and Bailey (1992), this means understanding how participants 
establish intertextuality — that is, how participants juxtapose conversational and written 
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texts, at what levels, for what purposes, and how. What meanings can be realized, what 
texts can be related, and according to whose rules, are all aspects of what they call the 
‘cultural ideology’ of a particular event. In contrast to literary and cognitively-oriented 
perspectives on intertextuality which locate it in the mind or in text, this view of 
intertextuality as a social construction, locates it in the material of social interactions 
between people (Bloome and Egan-Robertson, 1993). Building on the work of Bakhtin, 
Voloshinov, Gumperz, and Hymes, Bloome and Egan-Robertson view social interaction 
as a linguistic process, and explain: 
When language is viewed as part of an ongoing dialogue, as part of how people 
act and react to each other, then language is seen not as meaning per se but as 
meaningful, strategic action that is materially realized. ..To make their actions 
and intentions known in face-to-face interaction, people use what Gumperz 
(1986) calls contextualization cues. Contextualization cues include verbal signals 
(e.g., verbal register levels), nonverbal signals (e.g., postural configuration), 
and prosodic signals (e.g., intonation patterns, volume, stress patterns), as well as 
the manipulation of artifacts. Contextualization cues are meaningful not in and of 
themselves, but rather in how they signal, reflect, and refract the social context, the 
ongoing “dialogue.” (1993, p.309) 
Building on Shuman’s (1986) notion of‘storytelling rights’, Bloome and Egan-Robertson 
(1993) define the process of who gets to make what intertextual relationships and how, as 
‘entitlement rights’. “Differences in entitlement rights may reflect in situ cultural 
ideologies for defining social relationships, assigning social status and social 
identities...and ascribing gender, class, and ethnicity/race” (p.312). They also note that 
an intertextual relationship between two or more texts needs to be recognized and 
acknowledged by participants in the event in order to have social significance — and that 
sometimes an act of intertextuality may be contested by participants. 
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The concept of intertextuality can be usefully applied to understanding how 
children establish identities and status differences in their everyday episodes of peer play. 
To return one more time to my samples of data, the framework of intertextuality helps in 
analyzing how, for example, Sabrina and Luz build their play identities in Example 2. 
While Luz and Sabrina are playing office, Luz makes an intertextual link to the discourse 
of dating when she gives her ‘boss’ Sabrina a ‘notice’ from her boyfriend. Her attempt at 
establishing intertextuality was recognized, acknowledged, and built upon by Sabrina. The 
girls’ joint construction of intertextuality had, in turn, important consequences for how 
status relationships got played out. By successfully maneuvering from her position as 
secretary to that of the aggressive boyfriend, Luz greatly changed her standing in relation 
to Sabrina. In Example 3, Marta’s intertextual link to the Spanish-speaking bakery (when 
she ordered some pastries in Spanish), changed the status relationships among Spanish¬ 
speaking and English-speaking children. 
Bloome and Egan-Robertson (1993) assert that the heuristic of intertextuality as a 
social construction can also help explain how a particular event is located within broader 
social, cultural, and political contexts - such as how an event sustains or challenges power 
relationships based on class or gender. They suggest that, as a heuristic, the social 
construction of intertextuality can overcome the limitations both of microanalyses which 
fail to link events to larger social contexts, and of macroanalyses which fail to account for 
the specific ways individuals create and contextualize social relationships within everyday 
events. As a heuristic, the social construction of intertextuality is compatible with critical 
discourse analysis such as the model developed by Fairclough (1989; 1992). 
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3. Fairclough’s Model of Discourse Analysis 
Fairclough (1992) bases his model of discourse analysis on a conception of 
language use as “a form of social practice, rather than a purely individual activity or a 
reflex of situational variables” (p. 63). He argues that this view of language implies that 1) 
discourse is a ‘mode of action’ (in which people act upon the world and upon each other) 
as well as a ‘mode of representation*; and 2) there is a dialectical relationship between 
discourse and social structure. That is, on the one hand, discourse is shaped and 
constrained by social structure at all levels (e.g., societal, institutional, and on the level of 
norms and conventions). On the other hand, discourse is socially constitutive - in 
conventional ways which reproduce society (through constructing social identities, social 
relationships, and systems of knowledge and belief); but also in creative ways which help 
transform society. By way of illustration Fairclough explains: 
For example, the identities of teachers and pupils and the relationships between 
them which are at the heart of a system of education depend upon a consistency 
and durability of patterns of speech within and around those relationships for their 
reproduction. Yet they are open to transformations which may partly originate in 
discourse: in the speech of the classroom, the playground, the staffroom, 
educational debate, and so forth, (p.65) 
Fairclough argues that, in contrast to this constitutive view of discourse, mainstream 
linguistics and sociolinguistics have often taken a 'presocial' view of the social subject 
which assumes that a person's social identity affects how they use language — rather than 
that language affects or shapes social identity. He notes the importance of Foucault in 
challenging this view by explaining how discourse actively constructs social subjects (or 
selves), social relationships, and systems of knowledge and belief: 
What is of major significance here for discourse analysis is the view of discourse as 
constitutive -- as contributing to the production, transformation, and reproduction 
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of the objects...and the subjects... of social life. This entails that discourse is in an 
active relation to reality, that language signifies reality in the sense of constructing 
meanings for it, rather than that discourse is in a passive relation to reality, with 
language merely referring to objects which are taken to be given in reality, (pp.41- 
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However, Fairclough (1992) also criticizes Foucault for over-emphasizing the constitutive 
effects of discourse, and for not adequately theorizing the possibilities for active social 
agency. Fairclough argues that discourse has a dialectical relationship with structure; 
discourse is shaped by — but also shapes — various levels of social structure, including 
classes, institutions, norms and conventions. He stresses that “social subjects are not 
merely passively positioned but are capable of acting as agents, and...negotiating their 
relationship with the multifarious types of discourse they are drawn into” (p.61). 
As a counterbalance to Foucault's one-sided accounts of how discourse and power 
constitute subjects, Fairclough (1992) adapts Gramsci’s conception of hegemonic struggle 
to discourse analysis. Gramsci's concept of hegemony is based on the notion of constant 
struggle on the level of classes and blocs, as well as within everyday practices of 'civil 
society* (e.g., home, school, church). 'Counterhegemonic' activity can not only occur on 
the level of the state, but in the "hitherto neglected realm of values and customs, speech 
habits and ritual practices" (Eagleton, 1991, p. 114). A key implication of this concept is 
that everyday social interactions also belong to the realm of hegemonic struggle, and that 
everyday ‘texts’ are worth studying for their counterhegemonic elements. Fairclough 
(1992) argues that: 
the discursive practice, the production, distribution, and consumption 
(including interpretation) of texts, is a facet of hegemonic struggle which 
contributes in varying degrees to the reproduction or transformation not only 
of the existing order of discourse (for example, through the ways prior texts 
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and conventions are articulated in text production), but also through that of 
existing social and power relations, (p.93) 
In his model of critical discourse analysis, Fairclough thus takes a dialectical view of 
discourse as a form of social process that both shapes and is shaped by society. 
Fairclough's definition of discourse, and his application of the concept of hegemony to the 
study of texts, open up the possibility of individual agency and discursive change. 
Fairclough’s model provides a means of analyzing events and texts on the local 
level and relating them to wider social processes. It does this by a three-dimensional 
conception of discourse which analyzes not only features of a text, but also how members 
produce and interpret texts ('discursive practice'), and how this relates to social practice on 
situational, institutional, and societal levels. In particular, Fairclough combines three 
analytical traditions within his model of discourse analysis: 1) the linguistic tradition of 
close textual analysis; 2) macrosociological analysis of social practice and structures; and 
3) the microsociological or interpretivist tradition of understanding how members produce 
and make sense of their social communities. Fairclough (1992) argues that micoanalysis 
needs to be complemented with macroanalysis “in order to know the nature of the 
members’ resources (including orders of discourse) that is being drawn upon in order to 
produce and interpret texts; and whether it is being drawn upon in normative or creative 
ways” (p.85). 
In Fairclough’s (1989) three-dimensional model, description focuses on the formal 
properties of text; interpretation examines the relationship between text and interaction, 
viewing the text as a both the result of a process of production and as a resource in the 
process of interpretation; and explanation addresses the social context of discourse, that 
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is, how discourses are linked to social struggles and power relations on institutional and 
societal levels. Fairclough asserts that the goal of explanation is to show how a discourse 
sustains and reproduces — but also changes — social structures. Fairclough argues that the 
close study of concrete instances of interaction, and the analysis of real texts, can show the 
creative ways in which people as subjects engage in practices leading to discursive change. 
Although Fairclough (1989; 1992) tends to privilege written (as opposed to 
conversational) texts when giving illustrations of his model, his framework for discourse 
analysis can be applied to the texts of children’s peer conversations, as well as the 
transcribed texts of their social behaviors. The value of Fairclough’s model is its practical 
approach for linking practices on the situational level of classroom with both the 
institutional level of the school and the societal level of social relations. A potential 
problem with Fairclough’s model is that, with its heavy emphasis on written texts, it may 
need to refine its categories and procedures so as to more sensitively analyze the subtleties 
of oral texts such as those produced by children in fantasy play. 
E. Summary 
Various theoretical approaches have been discussed in this chapter, in terms of 
their relevance for providing a framework within which to study children’s classroom peer 
play. As Green (1992) suggests, an advantage of taking a multidisciplinary approach is 
that it can provide a more complex picture of a phenomenon than that provided by the 
selective focus of a single discipline. Drawing upon differing disciplinary fields, these 
approaches suggest relative strengths and limitations in explaining the complexities of 
actual play settings such as that of Luz, Sabrina, and Katiria. Theory of play-as- 
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communication, taking an interpretive and anthropological approach, is an advance over 
psychological approaches in explaining play as a social activity. However, taken alone it 
does not adequately address the ideological aspects of play, including how literacy 
practices and social interactions in play are linked to larger political contexts. In contrast, 
social theory based on feminist poststructuralism, by conceptualizing the individual as 
multiply and variously positioned within discourses, opens up the possibility for 
understanding children’s play in more complex ways. This perspective helps explain how 
children’s peer interactions, rather than being politically neutral, are sites where power 
gets played out in complex and contradictory ways. To avoid the risk of making 
generalities and viewing children as mechanically produced in discourse, poststructuralist 
theory needs to be grounded in the particularities of children’s everyday micro-level 
interactions. It needs to be combined with specific and practical approaches which study 
language from a materialist viewpoint. For this reason, critical discourse analysis is 
required which combines social theories of power with materialist-oriented approaches to 
sociolinguistics. By providing specific techniques and strategies of analysis, critical 
discourse analysis can help explain how children’s micro-level interactions are linked with 
broader social and political contexts. Such an approach to critical discourse analysis has 
not been widely applied to children’s fantasy-play activities and needs to be explored for 
its potential in better understanding the complexities of children’s play lives. 
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CHAPTER III 
METHOD 
A. Introduction and Overview of Study 
The purpose of this study is to investigate social identities constructed within 
episodes of peer play among second graders, and to understand how these identities 
reproduce or transform dominant systems of knowledge and belief. A goal of this study is 
to generate grounded theoretical constructs about how peer literacy practices help form 
subjectivities and power relationships among children. 
The overall design of my research consists of a sociolinguistic ethnographic study 
of children engaged in periods of play within a second grade classroom. As participant 
observer I conducted daily informal observations and interviews with students during the 
course of their peer group play. After initially observing the classroom as a whole during 
daily scheduled periods of free play, I narrowed the scope of my data collection to the 
activities of a core group of students. I then focused my data collection more specifically 
on the social interactions and literacy practices of this particular group. In order to 
validate my interpretations of the data I conducted ongoing checks with my participants, 
through informal questions during fieldwork, through formal interviews, and by means of 
participant reviews of data samples. 
Data collection began in January 1996 and ended in June 1996, consisting of 
observ ation of daily periods (approximately 45 minutes long) of free play within the 
classroom. By keeping daily field notes, a journal of impressions, reviewing audio and 
videotapes, logging and indexing significant events for closer transcription, I was better 
48 
able to relate interactively with the participants in the play setting, and know how to plan 
interviews for clarification and verification. Data analysis began immediately with the first 
phase of data collection, January through June. 
B. Sources of Data/Population 
1. Sources of Data 
Data consisted of information about the setting (including the school, the 
classroom, the bilingual immersion program, the surrounding community); and about the 
participants (students, classroom teacher and assistant teacher). The data included 
demographic information, the collection of artifacts, and data generated through 
participant observation, field notes and researcher's diary, audiotaping and videotaping, 
and formal and informal interviews. 
2. Population of Study 
The study was carried out in the same urban primary school classroom in which I 
conducted earlier pilot studies. This second grade classroom was affiliated with a two- 
way immersion program. The teacher CMarta') and her assistant are both native Spanish 
speakers (originally from Puerto Rico) and conducted the class in Spanish. The students 
came from predominantly working-class homes, although several had parents who could 
be described as middle-class professionals. About half of the students were Latino, in 
whose homes Spanish is spoken; the rest were European American and African American. 
The students spent five consecutive days in Marta's classroom; then each Thursday they 
switched places with the students in Teg's' English component classroom across the hall. 
Peg's homeroom students then spent the next five days in Marta's room. 
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3. Access to Research Site 
I gained access to the research site, Marta's second-grade Spanish-immersion 
classroom, through my capacity as Early Childhood Resource Specialist (ECRS) in her 
school. In this position, which I have held since 1984,1 work as a literacy staff developer 
for the classroom teachers within my school. I have been working with Marta' for the 
past six years. 
In the 1991-92 school year, I conducted a pilot study in Marta's classroom, as well 
as an informal study in the 1994-95 school year. In both studies, I observed Marta's 
students in daily sessions of free time, or 'tiempo libre' as it is known in the classroom. 
Marta took a maternity leave lasting for the first portion (September through December) 
of the 1995-96 school year. A young woman, new to classroom teaching, worked as 
substitute until Marta's return in January 1996. Since this substitute felt reluctant to have 
research conducted in her classroom, I decided to wait until Marta's return to start the 
current study. Marta', in contrast, expressed interest in my research and agreed to 
participating in the study. 
I also spoke with the principal of the school, describing my intended study; he 
seemed supportive and approved the study. I followed up this conversation with a formal 
letter describing the study. I sent similar letters to the Assistant Superintendent for 
Curriculum and Instruction, and to the director of Bilingual Education of my school 
department, explaining my study and requesting permission (which was granted). 
4. Mv Roles in the Research 
During the months in which I gathered data in the classroom, I assumed the roles 
of participant (as specialist teacher), and of observer. 
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a. Participant Role 
I conducted this study at the same time that I was working in my capacity as Early 
Childhood Resource Specialist, in which I promoted the professional development of 
classroom teachers in the area of literacy education. As part of my job I helped teachers 
plan literacy-learning environments for their students, especially those experiencing 
difficulties in literacy acquisition. 
In conducting this study I tried to make my research aims consistent with my job 
goals: that is, to encourage the literacy development of children in an atmosphere of 
multicultural awareness, anti-bias values, and critical reflection. I helped the teacher 
design her classroom environment so as to include stimulating props and literacy materials. 
By consulting regularly with her, I also helped her find ways to integrate children's 
interests and preoccupations into the curriculum. As a participant observer, I was actively 
involved in a number of ways to facilitate play: such as providing a wide range of literacy 
materials (e.g., recycled forms, office supplies, writing implements); enriching the 
classroom with dramatic props (e.g., recycled telephones, wallets, typewriter); assuring 
the physical and emotional safety of children; and helping students resolve conflicts 
reflectively through democratic problem-solving strategies. 
b. Observer Role 
My role as observer took a number of forms. First, as ECRS/participant observer 
during daily periods of student choice time, I wrote fieldnotes about the setting and 
events, participants' activities and conversations, and my first impressions. Second, I set 
up video and audio tape recorders in the classroom during tiempo libre. Third, while 
students were engaged in peer interactions and play episodes, I interviewed them 
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informally and unobtrusively to better understand the meanings they were creating. I also 
conducted a few formal interviews throughout the study to further understand the 
participants' views, and to check interpretations. Fourth, I wrote expanded fieldnotes 
immediately after my daily field observations, as well as maintained a fieldwork journal 
about my personal reactions, feelings, ideas, problems, etc. 
C. Design of Study 
1. Overview 
The research design that I used consisted of interrelated phases of fieldwork, 
analysis, and checking procedures that built upon one another. In the beginning phase of 
the study I collected a broad range of data through participant observation, audio and 
videotaping, field notes, interviews, and collection of written artifacts. My fieldwork in 
this phase occurred during daily classroom sessions of free time ('tiempo fibre') scheduled 
by the classroom teacher. Following Spradley's (1979) funnel model, I focused broadly on 
the whole classroom during free-time, to get a sense of what happened w here, when, and 
with whom. Then I narrowed my focus to the social interactions and literacy practices of 
selected groups of students. 
A second phase consisted of checks on my interpretations with participants. 
Although I asked spontaneous and informal questions during the course of my field 
observations, I also conducted more formal interviews of students and teachers. In 
addition I had participants view selected segments of taped data to cross check our 
interpretations. 
52 
In my third phase I selected Tcey events’ of students' interactions, recorded on 
audio/videotape, for more intensive study. I drew upon concepts of data analysis and 
transcription techniques suggested by Gumperz (1982, 1986), Green and Wallat (1981), 
Tannen (1989), Erickson (1982) and Bloome (1989). I also drew upon concepts from the 
ethnography of communication developed by Hymes (1974); and approaches of critical 
discourse analysis developed by Fairclough (1989, 1992). An important facet of my data 
analysis in this phase was the microanalysis of key events of students' peer play 
interactions. 
The fourth phase included an evaluation of my analyses, verifying if patterns were 
validated internally and externally. I also synthesized the differing levels of analysis in light 
of my research questions, relating this to the broader context of the classroom community 
as a whole. 
2. Data Collection 
I used various methods of collecting data for this study. The data included 
demographic information on the students and school, student achievement information, 
written artifacts produced by students, and data generated through participant 
observation, fieldnotes, audio/videotapes, and ethnographic interviews. My data collection 
was actually based on two separate classroom groups, as they rotated every five days 
between Marta’s and Peg’s homerooms. Because I decided to focus my analysis on just 
Marta’s homeroom group, the corpus of fieldnote and taped data indicated on Table 3.1 
constitutes only about half of the total amount collected. 
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Table 3.1: Corpus of Fieldnote & Taped Data 
Field notes: 37 days, 45 min./day, 327 pages 
Formal Interviews: 6 student interviews, audiotaped 
2 group interviews, audio- and videotaped 
(of students viewing videotaped data) 
2 teacher interviews, audiotaped 
Audiotapes 37 45-min. tapes of peer play (PZM microphone) 
37 30-min. tapes of peer-play (portable cassette- 
player) 
Videotapes 35 45-min. tapes of peer-play 
a. Fieldnotes and Fieldwork Journal 
By recording observations and impressions in fieldnotes -- through jottings, made 
during tiempo libre sessions, which were expanded more fully at the end of the day — I 
attempted to produce a 'thick description' (Geertz, 1973) of the everyday activities of 
participants. Thus fieldnotes were an important means to describe not only the 
participants' daily interactions, but their own perspectives as well. 
I used strategies for writing fieldnotes suggested by Emerson, Fretz and Shaw 
(1995) for recording members' meanings, including their terms and categories. Fieldnotes 
thus focused on situated interactions among participants rather than on decontextualized 
talk. As much as possible I wanted to record the actual words used by participants, since 
such 'situated vocabularies' give valuable information on how participants perceive and 
socially construct their world (Hammersley and Atkinson, 1983). 
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While the main purpose of writing fieldnotes was description rather than analysis, 
Emerson, Fretz and Shaw (1995) point out that writing fieldnotes, like all writing, is really 
a process of analysis (i.e., abstracting and ordering). As part of my fieldnotes, I did 
ongoing analysis by means of the following forms of writing: a) in asides which were 
inserted within my fieldnotes to briefly reflect on a specific happening or process; b) 
commentaries which were written as separate indented paragraphs to explore my 
emotional reactions or tentative interpretations or connections with other events; and c) 
in-process memos to reflect back on extended sets of fieldnotes so as to grapple with 
methodological questions, such as where to focus future observations and analysis. These 
analytic notes formed an important part of my fieldwork journal. My own feelings as 
recorded in the journal were crucial for my developing analysis: researcher's feelings 
influence social relationships developed in fieldwork, and also affect choices on what 
might be considered noteworthy (Hammersley and Atkinson, 1983). 
b. Audiotaping and Videotaping 
I used a video camera and tape recorders to record peer group activities during 
daily free-time sessions in Marta's classroom. The purpose of these tapings was to more 
fully support my fieldnote account and to help me develop an understanding of the 
participants' meanings. Because I was interested in understanding the various means by 
which children constructed peer interactions, taping helped record a wide range of 
contextual cues, including prosodies, proxemics, gestural and other nonverbal behaviors. 
Taped data was essential for conducting microanalysis of children's interactions. 
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c. Formal and Informal Ethnographic Interviews 
Following guidelines suggested by Briggs (1989), Patton (1980), and Spradley 
(1979), I conducted both informal and formal interviews of participants. When using 
qualitative interviewing strategies, I planned questions that were open-ended so that 
participants responded in their own terms (Patton, 1980). I tried to be sensitive to the 
complications that arise when participants’ communicative norms and discourse rules 
differed from my own (see Briggs, 1989). Informal interviews most often consisted of 
spontaneous conversations with participants during free-time sessions, in an attempt to 
understand their perspectives. More formal interviews took the form of checking my own 
interpretations of data with theirs, and included presenting them frames taken from 
transcripts and fieldnotes. 
d. Collection of Artifacts 
I collected written artifacts produced during free time activities, with the 
permission of participants. I invited children to save their informal writings in large 
manilla envelopes stored in the play ’office' area. Artifacts included pretend business forms 
produced while playing office, as well as checks, shopping lists, signs, notes. But they 
also included paper creations such as billfolds, banners, signs or other objects to which 
children attached particular meaning. These were dated, and labeled with notes indicating 
names of participants and the context in which the artifacts were produced. 
D. Data Analysis 
My analysis of data occurred informally through all stages of the study, including 
while writing fieldnotes and analytic memos. As Hammersley and Atkinson (1983) note, 
rather than being separate phases, collecting data and building theory are dialectically 
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linked. Analysis took on a 'funnel' structure of progressive focusing as the research 
problem was developed, and moved from describing events and processes toward testing 
out explanations. Data analysis was recursive, as well as inductive and reflexive, in which 
careful reading of data was aimed at looking for patterns and inconsistencies among the 
views of participants. 
In my particular study, while analysis occurred throughout my fieldwork and 
checking phases, the focus of analysis was narrowed as I studied and indexed recorded 
data of students' peer interactions. In the process of narrowing my scope, I identified key 
events, looked for patterns which related these events with others, and selected key 
segments of taped social interaction for detailed microanalysis. I built on methods of 
microethnographic analysis developed by Green and Wallat (1981) and Bloome and Egan- 
Robertson (1993), adapting their coding systems for studying interactions and textual links 
to the specific peer-play contexts of my study. My analysis in this phase also built on 
Fairclough's (1989; 1992) approaches to interpreting and explaining micro level 
interactions in light of macro-structures and discourses. 
1. Thematic Analysis 
This phase of analysis consisted of a close reading of all my recorded data so as to 
identify key events of students' peer interactions, as well as patterns of relationship among 
key events. Through repeated readings of fieldnotes I used focused coding to identify 
recurring themes, topics, and activity types arising from each daily play session. By 
keeping a log which indexed and summarized this information, I was then able to find 
specific audio- and videotapes for further review and analysis. I compared incidents and 
identified examples that might make comparable or contrasting cases of key events. Given 
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the focus of my study, I attended most closely to situations in which children engaged in 
talk and literacy practices that were centered around recurring topics and situations 
brought up in fantasy play (e.g., while playing ‘house’ or ‘office’). I looked for analogous 
events to see if what I noticed in a particular key event held true in other situations. In 
looking at other situations with analogous events, I tried to understand why (or why not) 
the same elements occurred. I thus attempted to learn from both unique events and from 
those occurring frequently. Writing conceptual memos and making comparative analysis 
of key events helped me select representative cases for closer study, as well as locate 
specific taped conversations to use in detailed microanalysis. 
2. Microethno graphic analysis 
After selecting samples of video and audiotaped social interaction for detailed 
study, I approached the process of microanalysis by drawing on theoretical frameworks 
from sociolinguistics, cultural anthropology and critical discourse analysis. I viewed 
microanalysis as a useful to way to approach my research questions on how identities 
constructed by children in their peer relationships reproduce or transform dominant 
relationships of power. As Bloome (1992) suggests, microanalytic studies need not be 
limited in scope if used in a theoretical framework which assumes that macrosocial issues 
are embedded in local, everyday events. A problem with much conventional qualitative 
research is its emphasis on concrete events to the exclusion of the wider context -- and its 
failure to theorize "how the general is implicated in the very nature and operation of the 
particular" (Gilbert, 1991). 
In planning my approach to microanalysis, then, I wanted to combine techniques of 
sociolinguistic microthnographic analysis with procedures of critical discourse analysis 
58 
developed by Fairclough (1989; 1992), as a way of linking micro level events with 
macrolevel contexts. Specifically, I adapted the method of microanalysis developed by 
Bloome and Egan-Robertson (1993) since it provided a useful way of describing peer 
interactions as material events. Extending transcription procedures of Green and Wallat 
(1981), it approaches the social construction of intertextuality through: (1) describing 
individual message units by locating source, form, functions and strategies used; (2) 
identifying the boundaries of interactional units; (3) determining how intertextuality is 
proposed, recognized, and acknowledged; (4) describing the social consequences of 
intertextuality, including the ’social positioning' of participants; (5) locating uses and 
references to written language (Bloome and Egan-Robertson, 1993). As suggested by 
Bloome and Egan-Robertson (1993), the heuristic of intertextuality as a social 
construction can help explain how local events are linked with broader social and political 
contexts, and can be usefully combined with Fairclough's (1989; 1992) approach to critical 
discourse analysis. 
3. Message Units and Transcription of Tapes 
After selecting representative transcripts for microanalysis, I adapted procedures 
developed by Green and Wallat (1981). Their system of analysis consists of mapping 
evolving conversations, describing 'message units' (the smallest unit of meaning in a 
spoken text); identifying contexts through post hoc analysis of thematic cohesion; and 
determining social action rules. Because of the nature of my study, I modified their 
system — which is based on describing instructional conversations -- so as to apply it to 
spontaneous peer conversations in which children (not teachers) determined topics, turns, 
and rules. Thus I focused on thematic cohesion as it applied to how children constructed 
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play contexts (e.g., playing office, house, bank). A key feature I wanted to build on was 
their set of procedures for locating boundaries of message units through the identification 
of prosodic cues. Prosody is important in studying children's language, since children rely 
on alternate channels of communication and social context in ways that differ from adults 
(Cook-Gumperz, 1981). 
The following transcript segment illustrates how message units were determined. 
Excerpt from Transcript 4.F.6 (5/1) 
31 Audree: I’ll check in all the phone books. 
32 [takes a tradebook from the guided reading bookrack, flips through 
it, talking to herself in tone of adult checking yellow pages] 
Let's see. 
33 Baby-sitters. Baby-sitters. Baby-sitters. 
34 This is Sleep, Bedtime stories... 
35 OK, let's see. 
36 [props book behind phone and pushes touch-tone phone buttons] 
37 Four nine eight zero seven zero five. 
38 Hello, Baby-sitter? 
39 Charlene: Baby-sitter Club. 
40 Audree: Hello, Baby-sitters' Club? 
41 Can you watch my daughter? 
42 Yeah, cause you see I have a date tonight, 
43 and T need somebody to watch her. 
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Audree’s first statement, line 31, being a complete sentence without intonational or 
meaning breaks, constitutes a message unit. When she says “Let’s see” on the next line, 
she uses different intonation as she imitates an adult speaking to herself while perusing a 
phone book. Line 33 stands as one message unit, since Audree utters the three words in 
succession without pausing. Lines 34 and 35 are also spoken as complete phrases without 
pauses between words. When Audree dials the phone, she says to herself the phone 
numbers as one unit on line 37. Because she made no pause or intonation change when 
saying “Hello, Baby-sitter?” (line 38), it can be considered a single message unit. Lines 
39, 40, and 41 stand as individual message units. The pause at the end of line 42, which is 
a clause break, causes it to be a separate message unit from line 43. 
4. Coding the Transcripts and Adapting the Intertextualitv Chart 
I adapted the coding and charting procedures developed by Bloome and Egan- 
Robertson (1993), which provided a system for understanding the strategies used by 
children in their office play in constructing differing identities and status relationships. 
However, I changed some of the categories to reflect the nature of data of this study. 
Based on their system, the chart was used to record line numbers for each message unit, 
the speaker, addressee, form of message, its function or strategy, genre or event type, and 
intertextual dimensions and levels. I adjusted the literacies section to reflect the kinds of 
literacies used in peer fantasy play, and added a section on ‘discourses’. I used this 
category to distinguish among the discursive frames that children used in their peer play. 
To reflect the various strategies used by children to signal their pretend identities, or to 
indicate whether or not they were playing, I added the following categories: naming, 
making status reference, bestowing, assuming or rejecting status bestowed, and explaining 
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play. In addition I included the categories of‘play speech’ and ‘normal speech’ to indicate 
whether they were using their ‘normal’ or play-acting voices. As suggested by the 
literature on play discussed in Chapter 2, and as indicated by the findings of this study, a 
large part of peer play is spent negotiating pretend identities. These categories were thus 
needed to record some of the complexity of children’s play interactions. (Definitions for 
the categories are provided in Appendix A.) 
Following Bloome and Egan-Robertson (1993), the charts show how 
intertextuality is constructed: that is, it lists which participant does the proposing and who 
recognizes and acknowledges the proposal. It also indicates the level or dimension on 
which intertextuality was made (word/messages, interactional unit, genre). I added the 
category ‘topic/theme’ to refer to the ‘storyline’ that children were constructing in their 
fantasy play, such as an ongoing family scene or drama in which they were taking different 
parts. The social consequences of intertextuality were also charted, indicating the various 
ways that the children defined themselves in their peer-play interactions, including their 
‘pretend’ as well as ‘non-pretend’ identities. 
5. An Example of Charting Intertextuality 
To illustrate how intertextuality was charted, applying Bloome and Egan- 
Robertson (1993), lines 31 through 43 from the transcript excerpt presented above (from 
Transcript 4.F.6) have been recorded on the following sample chart. 
62 
Li
te
ra
ci
es
 
Other literacies * * 
Workplace literacies 
Family literacies * * * * * * 
D
is
co
ur
se
 
Other Discourses 
Peer Discourse * 
Work Discourse 
Family Discourse * * * * * * * * * * * 
In
te
rt
ex
tu
al
ity
 
di
m
en
si
on
/le
ve
l 
Other * * 
Topic/theme * * * * * * * * * * * * 
Genre * * * * * * * * * * * * 
Interactional Unit 
Words/message * * * * * * * * 
Social Consequence 
D
ef
in
e 
A
 
a
s
 
m
o
th
er
 
u
si
ng
 
ph
on
e 
bo
ok
 
to
 
a
rr
a
n
ge
 
ch
ild
 
c
a
re
 
D
ef
in
e 
C 
& 
A 
a
s
 
c
o
n
su
m
e
rs
 
o
f g
irl
s' 
po
pu
la
r f
ic
tio
n 
D
ef
in
e 
A 
a
s
 
m
o
th
er
 
D
ef
in
e 
A
=m
om
 
& 
da
te
r 
Acknowledge * 
Recognize 
Propose * ★ * ★ * 
G
en
re
/e
v
en
t 
ty
pe
 
Pe
ru
si
ng
 
ph
on
e 
bo
ok
 
- - 
jdi
ali
ng
 
ph
on
e 
gr
ee
tin
g 
gr
ee
tin
g 
ph
on
e 
ca
ll 
to
 
ba
by
si
tte
r 
- 
Play Speech a cl a a. a. 0. 0. a 0. 0. 
Normal Speech z 
Fu
nc
tio
n/
St
ra
te
gy
 
Other O O O O O O O 
Explaining play UJ 
Controlling 
Take/hold floor 
Bestowing status 
Assuming status 
Reject status bestowed 
Making status reference 
Ignoring 
Naming 
Disagreeing Q 
Agreeing < 
Expressing personal 
Informing - - - 
Requesting x x x 
Initiating topic 
Initiating interaction 
Fo
rm
 
Other 
Response X 
Statement 00 c/5 a> w c/5 C/5 C/5 C/5 
Question o o a 
l- 
Q. 
Addressee o < 
Speaker < < < < < < < o < < < < 
Line number 1— CO 04 CO CO co s 
ID 
CO 
0- 
(0 
GO 
CO 
CT> 
CO 
O T~ CN CO 
Figure 3.1 Sample Data Coding Chart 
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In this play episode, Audree is playing the mother, in which she both works at her 
own company and takes care of her baby (played by Charlene). Just prior to Audree’s 
statement “I’ll check in all the phone books” (line 31), she has just been asked out for a 
date, causing her to look in the phone book for a baby-sitter. In the ‘Literacies’ section at 
the top of the chart, ‘family literacies’ has been marked to show that Audree’s reading 
event, in which she peruses the ‘phone book’, takes place within the domain of family life. 
Because this message unit is an instance of family discourse, it has been so marked in the 
‘Discourses’ section. Even though Audree’s statement was made while she was 
‘working’, it was only coded as family discourse since that was the predominant context 
of this particular message unit. 
Because Line 31 was spoken in the context of acting out an ongoing ‘storyline’ or 
drama, the intertextual dimension ‘topic/theme’ was starred. Genre and words/message 
were marked to refer, respectively, to the phone-book reading event and to the words in 
the book that Audree was ‘reading’. The consequence of Audree’s proposal (line 31) is to 
define her as a mother taking responsibility for the child care of her daughter. Being a 
continuation of the same event, lines 32 through 37 are coded the same way as line 31. 
On line 38 Audree reaches the baby-sitter on the phone, thus proposing intertextuality on 
the level of genre (phone greeting) and topic/theme (story being acted out). Charlene then 
corrects Audree by making her own proposed link to the popular fiction book series. The 
Baby-sitters Club (line 39), which Audree acknowledges when amending her phone 
greeting (line 40). Charlene’s statement is coded as ‘other literacies’ since she is referring 
to a book series; it is also coded as ‘peer discourse’ because she is speaking in her 
‘normal’ voice as Audree’s peer and not as a baby. (Lines 38, 39, and 40 are all part of the 
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same interactional unit, since they are an interrelated exchange.) The social consequence 
of the girls’ proposed links to the The Baby-sitters Club is to position them as consumers 
of girls’ popular fiction. When Audree asks the baby-sitter “Can you watch my 
daughter?” (line 41), she defines herself as a mother, and on the following line as also a 
person who dates. Because line 42 specifically refers to dating, ‘other discourses’ is 
marked in addition to ‘family discourse’. As shown by this sample chart, children’s peer 
fantasy play can involve complex juxtapositions of identities, genres, and discourses. 
The sample chart also illustrates some of the communicative functions and 
strategies used by participants. For example, lines 32-38 are coded as ‘other’ to indicate 
that Audree is talking to herself while perusing the pretend phone book, as is line 40 to 
indicate her telephone call greeting. Line 39 is an example of both ‘disagreeing’ and 
‘explaining play’ in that Charlene (saying in ‘normal’ voice, “Baby-sitters Club”) corrects 
Audree and clarifies that this play scenario involves the popular book series The Baby¬ 
sitters Club. Explanatory statements (often beginning with “And then”) are important for 
explaining one’s play actions to others, and for directing the flow of dramatic play. 
Although prosodic features are not directly coded on the charts, references to prosody are 
made in the transcripts to show how utterances are made. For example, Charlene’s stress 
of the word ‘Club’ (line 39) is indicated by underlining; and Audree’s tone of voice 
mimicking an adult checking the phone book is mentioned in brackets (line 32). As 
Gumperz (1982) asserts, prosody - including such features as intonation patterns, changes 
in loudness, stress, pitch, and speech register — is deeply implicated in how speakers 
sustain conversation, signal thematic connections and interpretations, and construct 
identities. 
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Line 41 (“can you watch my daughter?”) is an example of making a status 
reference, in which Audree refers to Charlene as her daughter. As a form of ‘naming’ this 
strategy is important for constructing play identities and status relationships, as well as for 
maintaining the flow of group play by ensuring the common interpretation of pretend 
characters and events. 
6. Analysis on Levels of Description. Interpretation, and Explanation 
Within the process of doing microanalysis of the data, I apply Fairclough’s (1989, 
1992) three-dimensional system of analysis, which includes the levels of description, 
interpretation, and explanation. As Fairclough (1989) defines them, description concerns 
the formal properties of spoken or written text; interpretation refers to relationships 
between the text and surrounding interaction (as well as processes in which it is produced 
and interpreted); and explanation addresses how an event or text sustains or changes 
wider social practices and social structures. These three levels of analysis can be 
illustrated by the following examples: 
Description: She captures the appropriate wording “Let’s see” and repeats “Baby¬ 
sitters” as if she were an adult talking to herself (lines 31-35). 
Interpretation: The consequence is to define the girls as working mother and child, but 
also as peers who are consumers (and fans) of girls’ popular fiction. 
Explanation: Audree and Charlene may also have ‘read’ the book series as a model for 
female agency. This is suggested by the way that Audree, as Baby-sitter 
Club character, actively took up the ‘company’ business and aggressively 
pursued the fantasy boyfriend. In this example the girls both challenge 
social relations with the institution of the workplace by defining themselves 
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as owners of their own companies. But they maintain social relations based 
on class and gender in the workplace by the clerical nature of their work. 
In adapting Fairclough’s (1989; 1992) framework, I use these three levels of 
analysis by integrating them into the discussion of findings based on microanalysis. 
E. Interrater Reliability 
An interrater reliability assessment was conducted to check on how well the 
coding descriptors (as described in Appendix A) could be replicated. A teaching colleague 
who had done her doctoral work in ethnography in an educational setting was given two 
sessions (totaling three hours) to become familiar with the coding definitions and marking 
system of the intertextuality charts. She then independently coded four previously unseen 
transcript excerpts consisting of 50 message units. Out of 1850 possibilities for agreement 
for the 50 message units (36 possibilities per message unit), her coding matched my own 
on 1823, or 98.54%. Of the 27 message units on which we disagreed, 8 involved coding 
message units which acknowledged prior proposals for constructing intertextuality; 7 
related to coding ‘informing’ strategies; and 2 involved identifying the discourses used in 
message units occurring within overlapping discourses. This suggests that, although only 
a small sample of data was tested, the coding system might be replicated elsewhere with 
reasonable accuracy. 
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CHAPTER IV 
FINDINGS 
A. Introduction and Overview 
My research goals for this study were a) to examine how children in their everyday 
episodes of peer play organize social relations among themselves, including how they use 
language and literacy practices to construct social identities and status relationships; and 
b) to analyze how these everyday literacy practices and social relations, on the particular 
and local level of the classroom, are linked to broader social relations of society. I will 
describe the findings related to these questions by grouping them under the following 
conceptual headings: findings about literacy practices associated with ‘naming’ and 
labeling identities and relationships; findings about the social organization of children’s 
peer play; findings about thematic content of fantasy play; and findings about how children 
construct gender and other social categories in their peer play. Although these different 
areas of findings all overlap - since, for example, gender, status, and identity are all 
closely interwoven -1 have grouped the findings into discrete sections for clarity of 
discussion, building upon each set of findings in a progressive sequence. I base my 
findings on 1) interpretive analyses of selected transcripts, interviews, and fieldnote data, 
and 2) microethnographic analyses of transcript segments drawn from key events. 
Before discussing the findings of the study, I will provide some background 
information on the how ‘La Oficina’ was originally created, as well as on the children who 
regularly played there. I will also give a brief description of the broader activities 
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occurring during ‘tiempo libre’ so as to establish a context for understanding the findings 
presented later in this chapter. 
B. Background Description of‘La Oficina’ 
1. How the ‘Oficina’ was First Created 
Marta scheduled a block of time which she called ‘tiempo libre’, in which her 
students, upon entering the classroom at the beginning of the school day, could in engage 
in quiet activities. She, in turn, used this time to have conferences with parents or 
individual students, to fill out attendance sheets, collect homework and permission slips 
from home, or to set up materials for the day’s learning activities. At the beginning of the 
1991-92 school year, in which I conducted a pilot study in Marta’s classroom (Forbes, 
1994), I observed a group of children at the comer table writing and drawing. In order to 
provide more paper for the children to use, I brought in a cardboard box filled with blank 
mass transit fare data sheets (see Figure B.3 in Appendix B) that was donated to the 
school. Thinking Marta’s students would use the back sides of the sheets for their writing 
and drawing, I was surprised that instead they became engrossed with filling the little 
boxes on the data sheets with checkmarks, wavy lines, names, phone numbers, etc. They 
also acted out fantasy-play scenarios taking place in the ‘offices’ of banks, businesses, and 
a pretend computer company. Responding to the children’s interests, Marta and I brought 
in recycled telephones, play money, a typewriter, and a wide assortment of forms, 
envelopes, and office supplies. This comer of the classroom, which became known as La 
Oficina, was actively used during free-play times for the entire 1991-92 school year; it 
also became an established space in Marta’s classroom in subsequent years, including the 
school year of the current study. In my dual roles as literacy teacher and researcher, my 
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goal then, as in the current study, was to help Marta create a rich environment that would 
encourage children to role-play literacy practices and conversations found in the home and 
community. 
2. Description of La O firing 
The office area, or ‘La Oficina’ as it was known in the classroom, consisted of a 
comer of Marta’s classroom. Against the front wall was a desk with a primary typewriter. 
On the wall behind the desk was the classroom chalkboard, on which the ‘sign-in board’ 
was written (described more fully in Section C). Next to the typewriter was a comer 
table, and against the windowed wall was another longer table. The comer table was well 
stocked with recycled paper (business forms, notices, and notepaper in many sizes and 
colors), envelopes, containers of markers and pens, telephones, order pads, play money, 
wallets and purses, stapler, and other office supplies. The children used these materials at 
both the comer table and the long table. 
3. Tiempo Libre 
‘Tiempo libre’(free time) was scheduled each morning from the time the students 
arrived at 7:45 until between 8:15 and 8:30 - although Marta also occasionally gave her 
students tiempo libre as a break in the middle of the day after merienda (snack). While 
the Oficina was a popular area for some of the children, it should be noted that several 
other activities were open during this time, some of which also drew a regular following. 
These activities included: board games (e.g., ConnectFour, checkers); listening station; 
independent reading, writing, and drawing; talking quietly on the couch; finishing 
homework; geoboards and pattern blocks; plastic block construction (e.g., bristle blocks, 
snap-on blocks, Legos); jigsaw puzzles; and sets of plastic animal figures and vehicles. In 
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both the pilot study and the current study, some children circulated among various 
activities, while other children returned each day to the same one or two favorite activities. 
Sometimes groups of children would gather around an object brought from home, or 
simply talk in small groups, or occasionally chant or read a poem hanging on the easel. 
Although a core of children regularly played in the office area, some children 
would sign up to play there briefly, then leave to do another activity. Some children would 
play for several days in the office, and then spend several days at another activity (see 
Figure 4.3). The atmosphere in the room during tiempo libre was one of animated 
conversation and sustained, engrossed activity. Sometimes after announcing ‘‘tiempo de 
recoger” (time to clean up), Marta would have to remind children reluctant to leave a 
favorite activity, to come to the carpet area for morning meeting. 
4. The Regular Office-Players 
The children who regularly played in the office included Charlene and Audree - the 
most vocal and assertive members - followed by Idalia, Ana, and Milena H. (‘Milly’). 
Milena R., Dolores, and Claritza played less regularly and were more quiet and passive in 
their orientation toward the others. Charlene was African American and Audree was 
African American/European American; the other girls were all Latina. Boys played in the 
office less frequently. They included Roberto, Eduardo, Douglas, and occasionally Aaron 
and Enrique. All the boys were Latino, except Douglas and Aaron who were European 
American. All of the children might be described as coming from working-class families, 
except for Douglas and Aaron whose parents were middle-class professionals. All of the 
children from working-class homes received federally funded free lunches, except 
Charlene and Audree who brought their own lunches. The Latino children had extended 
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family in their areas of origin, which included Puerto Rico, Central America, and South 
America. Charlene had relatives in Trinidad. Even though most of the Latino children 
were fluent speakers of Spanish, most peer conversations took place in English. Given the 
Spanish-immersion setting of the classroom, Marta, her assistant Ema, and I spoke to the 
children in Spanish to both model and encourage the use of Spanish among the students. 
Because Audree and Charlene figure prominently in the data, I will briefly describe 
these two children. At the beginning of the school year, when I first heard Audree speak 
Spanish, I thought she was a native speaker. Malta explained that she picked up her 
Spanish in the school’s two-way immersion program. Marta told me that Audree was 
very aware of social issues, and as an example, told me that during a class discussion on 
discrimination when the class was studying Martin Luther King, Audree said she knew 
about discrimination because she was “a third African-American, a third white, and a third 
Irish.” As suggested in the data on her fantasy play (and discussed in Section E), Audree 
showed a sophisticated awareness of many adult issues and possessed a wide vocabulary. 
She used many adult-like phrases in her speech, and articulated her words with 
expressiveness in a voice tended to carry. In her facility with language, she could switch 
easily between African American English and ‘Standard’ English. 
Charlene, like Audree, spoke articulately and took positions of leadership in the 
office area. During free play, she sometimes talked about her many after-school activities, 
which included gymnastics, track, and modeling. According to Marta, Charlene had been 
on stage since she was three years old, and had done several magazine and TV 
advertisements. Charlene sometimes spoke about her father who she said was out of work, 
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having left his job working in a bagel store. Her mother worked as a teaching assistant in 
a nearby elementary school. 
Marta said in an interview that both Charlene and Audree had “strong 
personalities”; their relationship with each other was intense in that they were close friends 
but also rivals. “Both are leaders and both want to be bosses,” Marta added. She spoke 
about having to separate them when having conflicts, since they tended to argue instead of 
talk out their differences. According to Marta, Charlene, as the youngest of two children 
and the only girl in her family, may have been used to a lot of attention. Audree, the only 
child in her family, tended to “explode” more often than Charlene and, Marta added, 
sometimes found it hard to contain her emotions. Marta said she had to speak to both 
girls’ mothers about their behavior. 
Further descriptions of Charlene, Audree, and the other children who frequently 
played in the office, will be integrated into the various sections of the chapter which 
address the study findings. This introduction is meant to provide a brief overview of the 
key physical and social aspects of the setting, so as to provide a context to the 
presentation of findings which follow. 
C Signing-in at the Office: Literacy Practices. Identities, and Status Associated with 
Names 
In this section I focus on how the children who regularly played in the office used 
language and literacy practices to define social identities taken up in peer fantasy play. I 
make thematic and interpretive analyses of representative samples of data derived from 
fieldnotes (indicated ‘F.N.’ with date) and a selected transcript segment of a key episode 
of peer play. 
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1. The Sign-in Board 
Having returned from her maternity leave in January, Marta announced to her 
students that there would be a new change in the classroom. She described ‘La Oficina’ 
(which she and I had been setting up), told the children that it would be a choice during 
‘tiempo fibre’, and reminded them to speak Spanish when playing there. She threaded a 
string onto the cardboard sign she had made, reading ‘Oficina Abierta’ on one side, and 
‘Oficina Cerrada’ on the reverse side. She told me that she wanted some kind of sign-in 
system for the office area so that it would be limited to only four or five children, since she 
felt that six would be too crowded (F.N. 2/1). As discussed above, Marta intended that 
the ‘office’ be just one of several quiet choices open to students, and wanted to avoid 
having noise disrupt other activities going on, such as one-to-one conferences with parents 
and students. During the next two days of‘tiempo fibre’ when it became clear that five 
children could easily play in the office area, I suggested to Marta and Ema that we try 
letting six play there, which they agreed to try. Marta then wrote out the following grid 
on the front chalkboard (Figure 4.1): 
OFICINA 
1. _ 4._ 
2. _ 5._ 
3. 6. 
Figure 4.1 Sign-in Board 
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Although Marta said this sign-in system was “just for today”, the sign-in board 
became the site of a significant literacy practice which lasted for the rest of the school 
year. The children took the sign-in board very seriously, reminding each other to sign in if 
they wanted to play in the office. They would usually take care not only to sign their 
names, but to erase their names when leaving. If one child would forget, another child 
would do it for them. Charlene often took the role of monitoring the sign-in, checking to 
see if the board was kept up when children came and went from the office. For example, 
when Douglas left the office area one day to play ConnectFour on the carpet, she called 
out to him, “Are you still playing?” and then erased his name when he answered “No” 
(F.N. 2/16). Charlene was also the one who usually erased all the names from the board at 
the end of‘tiempo fibre’. 
Marta’s students closely observed the six-person rule. On days when six children 
were already playing, others who wanted to play would stand watching and wait for 
someone to leave. When a child incorrectly erased another child’s name from the sign-in 
board, this could become a serious matter. When Idafia once erased Douglas’s name by 
mistake, Audree said sternly to her, “How would you feel if somebody erased your 
name?” Idafia replied that she thought Douglas had left the office (F.N. 5/15). During a 
play episode in which the girls accused Roberto of stealing one of their possessions, 
Charlene erased his name from the board. This infuriated him such that he hit Audree on 
the arm, and was disciplined by Marta (F.N. 6/12). 
Thus the sign-in board became a literacy practice that was integral to the culture of 
the classroom. Originally modeled by Marta as a temporary measure to avoid crowding, 
the sign-in board system was appropriated by the children as a way of establishing social 
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norms for peer play in the office. The sign-in procedure became a means of gate-keeping, 
in which the children would use it to determine inclusion in the office. As a literacy 
practice itself signing one’s name on the board became closely tied to one’s identity as an 
‘office player’ (or ‘oficinista’, a term Marta sometimes used). The sign-in board was also 
the site for a variety of other literacy practices incorporating children’s names. 
2. Other Language and Literacy Practices Associated with the Sign-in Board 
The sign-in board was integrated into other activities that were part of the 
children’s peer play, such as the following, 
a. Writing, Re-Writing, and Talking About Names 
The children who signed in to play in the office would often write and re-write 
their names on the board. Lingering at the board, they would sometimes write their names 
in cursive, or write by alternating each letter of their names with white and yellow chalk. 
When children signed in for each other, the owner of the name would sometimes re-write 
her own name later. For example, once when Milly signed Charlene’s name as a favor, 
Charlene erased and re-wrote her name, saying “I write it a different way” (F.N. 3/7). 
Children showed concern for the spelling of each other’s names, as expressed in the 
conversations held at the board. Once Roberto wrote Audree’s name with a ‘y\ causing 
Charlene and Idalia to re-write it and discuss the different versions of how her name could 
be spelled (F.N. 2/26). Children sometimes used Marta’s plastic chalk-holder to write 
other names as well; Audree, for instance, wrote down the extended members of her 
family in cursive on several different occasions. 
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b. Using the Sign-in Board in Fantasy Play 
The office-players sometimes used the sign-in board as part of their social play, in 
which they told others to “sign in to get a job” (F.N. 2/27). Audree many times 
appropriated the names listed on the sign-in board to use in her businesses - e.g., one day 
she typed ‘Jackson, Soares, Rivera, Rodriguez’ and, pointing to the names on the board, 
said “That’s the name of our company” (F.N. 5/1). Another day when Charlene was 
pretending to be a baby, she declared in baby-talk, “Quit, Quit! I quit! Auntie too mean.” 
Then, with a dramatic gesture, she erased her name and walked out of the office-area 
(F.N. 4/4). Some of the children devised a rule that the first one to sign in got to be the 
boss, which was revised to include multiple bosses (discussed further in Section D of this 
chapter). In recognition of this rule, Charlene wrote “Boss’s” under the children’s names 
on the sign-in board. One day she devised a special notation in which she placed a dot 
next to her initials, saying “...dot B means boss” (F.N. 2/5). 
3. Naming One’s Name and Subject Position 
Sometimes the office players would write their names on yellow post-it notes 
which they fastened to their shirt fronts. At other times they wrote the subject position 
they would occupy in their fantasy play - e.g., ‘Baby’; ‘Sis’; ‘Sec’ [secretary]. They also 
used a small slate to write down their play identities (‘Mama’; ‘Baby Boo 3 years old’); 
and they used the order pad with carbon copies to record their relationships (Baby 0, Baby 
1, Mama 0, Mama 1, etc.). The practice of writing down their positions seemed to make 
their play identities more concrete — and a way of‘defining’ relationships (Dyson, 1997). 
A related oral language practice, that recurred throughout the data, consisted in children 
addressing each other by their fantasy titles - e.g., ‘Mom’; ‘Daughter’; ‘Auntie’. This 
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practice of ‘naming’ helped clarity identities and family relationships which the children 
assumed, or bestowed on others, during peer-play episodes. The process of deciding upon 
names and relationships could lead to extensive discussion and negotiation. In feet, on 
many occasions almost the entire play session would be spent just on clarifying 
relationships and subject positions, rather than on actual dramatic play. This is illustrated 
in the following excerpt taken from a transcript of one play episode. 
Transcript 4.C.1 (3/22) 
1 Idalia: Audree, you said you were going to be the t 
2 Audree: No, I didn’t. 
3 Charlene: Audree, yesterday you said you were going 
4 Idalia: You lied, all right. 
5 Ana: Charlene, can I be your sister? 
6 Charlene: Yeah. 
12 Idalia: Audree, you was my aunt. 
13 Charlene: ‘Cause I’m her sister, I’m her sister. 
14 I’m the small sister. 
15 [to Idalia] You’re the middle sister. 
16 and she’s the older sister [referring to Ana]. 
17 Idalia: No, I’m a mother. 
18 Ana: No, I’m gonna be the youngest. 
19 Charlene: Yeah, you’re my sister, though. 
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20 I’m the younger sister, then you, then her. 
21 She’s the oldest, you’re the middle. I’m the youngest. 
22 Ana: I don’t want to be the oldest. 
23 I want to be the youngest. 
24 Idalia: How about Milena? 
25 Charlene: She’s my kid, and that’s her kid. 
26 Ana: All right. 
27 Charlene: See? 
28 Got it now? 
29 So everybody has kids, so it’s fair. 
34 Idalia: You guys, put on your tags. 
35 Charlene: OK, we’ll put on our tags. 
36 Here’s yours. 
37 Audree: [to Idalia] Auntie! Auntie! 
38 Idalia: Audree, you need your tag. 
39 I gotta make Audree a new one ‘cause she’s the baby now. 
44 Charlene: I’m gonna write ‘O-L-D sis’, OK. 
45 So that means older sister. 
46 This means older sis, OK. 
47 This is for you. 
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48 The baby has to type it 
49 (to Milly) Here you go, Baby. 
50 Here, Baby. 
57 Idalia: How about Baby One and Baby Two? 
58 Charlene: This is Baby Two, so that’s Baby One. 
59 Idalia: Wait. 
60 Let me write ‘Baby 2’. 
61 Let me put a ‘ 1’ on it. 
62 Charlene: Baby Zero... 
63 And now Mother Zero I have to be. 
64 I’m mother of Baby Zero. 
65 Audree: Mommy! Mommy! 
66 Milly: I wanted to trace it. 
67 Idalia: Make believe you started cryin’ 
68 ‘cause you wanted something from Toys R Us, too, OK. 
69 Charlene: No, she didn’t start cryin’. 
70 [Loud speaker announces Pledge of Allegiance] 
71 Milly: Baby! Baby! [says Pledge in baby-talk] 
72 Audree: I was five years old now. 
73 Idalia, Idalia, Idalia, now I was five years old. 
74 Milly: And I was zero! 
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75 Audree: No, you was two. 
76 Milly: No, zero. 
77 Audree: One. 
78 Milly: Zero. 
79 Idalia: No, one. 
80 You’re one, OK. 
81 Milly: No, zero. 
82 Idalia: ‘Cause you could talk, so you’re one. 
83 If you were zero, you couldn’t talk. 
84 You’d go b-b-b-b-b-b-b. 
85 So you’re one and you’re two, you’re two. 
86 [Marta announces time for ‘musica’] 
This sample illustrates the central role of talk in deciding upon play identities and 
the various forms of ‘naming’ which are used. It also shows how talk and literacy 
practices are closely related to how status relationships are formed. Indeed most of the 
talk within this transcript centers around negotiating fantasy roles, rather than actually 
acting them out. 
The transcript begins with a reference Idalia makes to a play episode a day earlier 
in which Audree had agreed to play the baby. When Audree denies having agreed to this, 
Idalia then proposes (on line 12) that Audree play the aunt. Audree ends up assuming the 
identity of baby, which she signals by her use of ‘naming’ when she later exclaims to 
Idalia, “Auntie! Auntie!” (line 37). Charlene chooses to be the small sister (line 14) and 
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assigns Idalia the status of being her middle sister and Ana the older sister. Idalia and Ana 
both disagree with their assigned positions (lines 17 & 18). Charlene appears to 
compromise by offering Ana the middle-sister position (line 20). She then assigns ‘kids’ 
to the ‘sisters’ (thus making them mothers), but re-assigns Ana with the identity of older 
sister. Charlene closes off further discussion by announcing that “.. .everybody has kids, 
so it’s fair” (line 29). Throughout the data, Charlene often chose to play the baby (as 
discussed in Section F), and used her relative influence among her peers to keep others 
from occupying this position. 
Idalia makes name tags to publicly identify all the players and directs the others to 
put them on (line 34). Charlene then writes ‘Old Sis’ on a recycled notice which she 
hands to Milly, the baby, to type (lines 44-50). Charlene and Idalia then devise a system to 
numerically order the babies, so that each baby corresponds with a mother identified by 
the same number. The relationships that they finally establish consist of the following 
(Figure 4.2): 
Mother 0 - Charlene Baby 0 - Milly 
Mother 1 - Idalia Baby 1 - Audree 
Mother 2 - Ana Baby 2 - Milena R. 
Figure 4.2 Family Relationships 
> 
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This list of names and positions was written down on order forms and other pieces of 
paper by the children over the course of the next few days. The literacy practices of 
writing/reading name-tags and recording information on paper seemed to provide a means 
to concretely and visually represent the complex play relationships invented by the 
children. Having the ‘hierarchy’ of positions written down may have also given it more 
legitimacy, assuring Charlene (and Idalia) that it be accepted by the others. 
Charlene’s activity of assigning pretend subject positions can be considered a type 
of ‘naming’, in which she bestows status onto others. Another kind of ‘naming’ occurs 
when participants address the others with their relational labels, such as in line 65 (when 
Audree says, “Mommy!”) or line 71 (when Milly presumably refers to herself as “Baby!”). 
This process of‘naming’ or addressing serves as a way to signal one’s play identity to 
others in the course of peer play. These identities can be multiple and overlapping, as in 
the example of the ‘sister’, ‘mother’ and ‘aunt’ positions; that is, one child can be all three 
positions depending on her relationship to another person. (It is possible that Idalia has 
difficulty conceptualizing herself as both a sister and a mother in line 17 - she seems to 
interpret Charlene’s statement, “You’re the middle sister” in line 15, to mean that “sisters” 
are babies, not aunts or mothers.) 
The participants in this episode also negotiate their relative status in terms of 
chronological ages. Audree informs Idalia that she is now five (line 73). However, when 
Milly attempts to define herself as ‘zero’, she meets resistance from both Audree and 
Idalia. Despite Audree’s willingness to compromise on ‘two’ (line 75), Milly insists on 
being zero years old, which, Idalia tries to argue, is impossible if she could already talk 
(line 82). 
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This transcript also shows how the children set up Charlene in a position of relative 
dominance, as evidenced by their questions asking her consent (e.g., when Ana asks, “can 
I be your sister?’ in line 5; when Idalia asks “How about Milena?’ in line 24 and “How 
about Baby One..in line 57). There appears to be a slight amount of condescension in 
Charlene’s wording when she says, “See? Got it now?’ (lines 27-28) - suggestive of 
Charlene’s directive and somewhat didactic role. 
In terms of the question of how children use language and literacy practices to 
construct social identities and positions, this transcript and the examples given earlier in 
relation to the sign-in board, suggest that: 
1) the act of writing one’s name can help define one’s status among peers. This was the 
case in the sign-in board, when signing one’s name identified status and inclusion within 
the office group. Signing also signaled one’s order of arrival, which sometimes was 
significant in determining eligibility for becoming a boss (which will be discussed further in 
Section D). Writing one’s name on a name tag helped define one’s subject position during 
fantasy play, especially in the context of negotiating complex familial relationships. The 
literacy practice of recording information seemed to maintain Charlene’s relative influence 
over her peers. 
2) the act of ‘naming’ a person verbally can take several forms: a) assuming status, e.g., 
“I’m the younger sister” line 20; b) bestowing status onto another, e.g., “You’re the 
middle sister” line 15; c) addressing another by naming their play status, e.g., “Mommy! 
Mommy!” line 65, or “Here you go, Baby” line 49; d) making a status reference, e.g., “I 
gotta make Audree a new one ‘cause she’s the baby now” line 39; e) rejecting a status 
bestowed by someone else, e.g., “I don’t want to be the oldest” line 22. The act of 
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‘naming’ in its various forms is important in the context of peer play, since it can help 
define both the other’s relationship as well as that of the child doing the addressing. For 
example, by saying “Mommy!” one defines oneself as a daughter, while at the same time 
identifying the other as a parent. In a similar way, talking about one’s own position 
relative to others - e.g.. Baby 0, Baby 1, Mother 0, Mother 1 - helps define one’s identity 
and status within the group. As a dominant member of the group, Charlene used this 
‘reverse ordering’ (in which 0 has highest status) as a way of defining the others’ play 
identities and maintaining her social standing. 
The process of naming will be discussed more fully in later sections of this chapter, in 
which it will be considered within the context of microethnographic analysis. Also, the 
political implications of naming, as suggested by Fairclough’s (1992) model for discourse 
analysis, will be discussed in the next chapter. This section has been intended as a 
descriptive introduction to aspects of signing-in, naming, listing, and other strategies used 
by children playing in the ‘office’. Many of these strategies take a prominent role in the 
peer-play episodes to be discussed in the next sections of this chapter. 
D. Bosses: Social Organization of‘La Oficina’ 
Throughout the data, a recurring topic in the children’s peer discussions was that 
of‘bosses’. This topic was closely bound to the ways that the children constructed 
identities and social relations among themselves. As members of the group who regularly 
played in the office, they developed their own meanings for what constituted ‘being a 
boss’ and used the term ‘boss’ in multiple ways in their social play. In this section I use 
textual and thematic analyses of selected examples taken from fieldnote and transcript data 
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to consider the question of how children construct social identities and status positions 
through the language and literacy practices of their peer play. Following the tri-level stage 
model of Fairclough (1989, 1992), I begin with description and interpretation of 
representative samples of data, followed by explanation which discusses these discourse 
samples in light of wider contexts of social and power relations. 
1. Having Only One Boss 
In daily sessions of ‘tiempo libre’ it was common for a child to announce that she 
was the boss. However, simply defining oneself as such did not guarantee that this status 
would be acknowledged by the others. Who was doing the speaking was of major 
importance within the social context of office peer play. For example, in one session (F.N. 
2/1), Charlene joined a small group of children playing in the office area and announced 
that she was the boss. When Milly said, “No, you’re not,” Charlene repeated, “I’m the 
boss of the office.” Then, when Eduardo asked to play, Milly said he could not, but 
Charlene said yes he could. The result was that Eduardo stayed - an illustration of 
Charlene’s relative influence in peer social relations. 
When there was a single boss who directed the play of others, it was almost always 
a girl — usually Audree or Charlene. On very few occasions Idalia, Milly, and Ana acted 
as the sole boss of the office (with Charlene’s and Audree’s approval), but never Milena 
R., Dolores, or Claritza, and never a boy. The few times that Roberto, Eduardo, or 
Enrique announced that they were the boss, the girls would pursue their own play 
activities, ignoring the boys’ claims to be boss. 
In some sessions, being ‘boss’ simply meant assuming a title (like a figurehead), in 
which the child holding this status did not really affect the others’ usual play activities of 
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talking, filling out forms, stapling, telephoning, and drawing. But on other days, being 
boss did affect social play, in that the boss was able to define the nature of the others’ 
‘jobs’ and work or family positions. For instance, one day Audree set up a ‘business’ 
called the “T Station” (the name most likely inspired by the abundance of recycled 
subway data forms in the office area). “I’m the boss,” Audree said. “I give the money, um, 
and I give out, sign out applications.” She explained how Milena R. and Douglas do the 
typing, Eduardo does the checks, and Milly is her “assistant”. Audree’s claim to the 
position of boss went unchallenged by the others. Like Charlene, she exerted a strong 
influence over peer play, and she was able to organize the others to perform various 
paperwork tasks connected to her business (F.N. 2/2). 
2. “We’re all bosses”/”Nobodv’s boss” — Alternative Social Structures 
Another pattern that recurred in the data was one in which Audree (or one of the 
other more dominant office players) would begin a play session by declaring herself to be 
boss. Then, when other children joined the office and asked to be boss, she would 
propose that they all be bosses -- “of different things” or “of different companies.” This 
solution would usually be accepted by the others, and would avoid conflict over this issue, 
as illustrated by the following example. 
Transcript 4.D.1 (2/6) 
22 Eduardo: Who’s the boss? 
23 Audree: I am. 
24 Eduardo: Again? 
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25 Ana: Can I be the boss? 
26 Milena R: Can I be the boss with you? 
27 Audree: Hold on, hold on! 
28 Milena’s the boss. Ana’s the boss, you’re 
29 the boss, I’m the boss. We’re all bosses of different companies. 
30 OK? (...) 
31 That’s fair. That can be fair, OK? 
Audree seemed concerned with fairness, and with getting the assent of the others, as 
evidenced by her tag questions “OK?’ (lines 30 & 31). It is quite possible that Audree 
developed the idea of multiple bosses from Marta, who often discussed the importance of 
sharing materials and taking turns within the classroom. Rather than declare themselves 
bosses, Ana and Milena R. ask Audree instead (lines 25 & 26), in contrast to the more 
assertive stance taken by Audree. When Charlene joined the group a few minutes later, 
the following conversation occurred. 
Transcript 4.D.2 (2/6) 
66 Charlene: [softly] Audree, you’re the boss? 
67 Ana: [over-hearing] I am boss, too. 
68 Idalia; Me too. 
69 Milena R: We’re all the boss. 
70 Charlene: [mock horrified tone] Oh, gosh! 
71 Audree: You are, too! 
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72 Charlene: [mocking] Oh, god! 
73 Audree: [laughs] Ben is, too. 
74 Charlene: Oh, god! 
75 Audree: So is Marta. 
76 Charlene: Oh, god! 
77 [quietly in serious tone] Who you talkin’ to? 
78 Who’s the real boss? 
79 Ana: All of us. 
80 Audree: Yeah, but they are assistant bosses. 
Charlene asks Audree twice who the boss is (and once more in the transcript immediately 
following this excerpt). Her quiet and serious tone in asking who the ‘real boss’ is (line 
78) contrasts with the play-acting tone she used when mocking adult language (“Oh, 
god!”). Also, in contrast with Audree’s playful humor (suggesting Marta and me as 
bosses), Charlene seems intent on identifying precisely who is the ‘real’ boss of the group. 
Perhaps to appease the others’ demands to be boss, Audree concludes the interaction by 
saying the others are “assistant bosses” (line 80). Her response functions as a kind of 
‘formulation’ (Fairclough, 1992) in which she controls the interaction by concluding it in a 
way that gives her an advantage. 
The next day, Charlene initiated the following exchange in the office area. 
Transcript 4.D.3 (2/7) 
1 Charlene: Who’s the boss? 
2 Idalia: I am. 
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3 I’m the boss. 
4 Charlene: The real one. 
5 Idalia: They ain’t no boss. 
6 Nobody’s the boss. 
7 Charlene: Then why are you playing? 
8 Idalia: Nobody ain’t the boss. 
Here Idalia shifts from claiming to be the boss, to making an alternative proposal of having 
no boss. Charlene, however, implies that not having a boss means not really playing (line 
7). Idalia seems less invested than Charlene in the hierarchical structure of bosses; in an 
interview she said sometimes nobody was the boss, and that “sometimes we forget about 
them” (Interview 6/12). 
Charlene remained closed to the idea of‘no bosses’, but a few days later she 
became more open to the possibility of sharing the boss position, as suggested by the 
following fieldnote excerpt. 
Example 4.D. 1 
Charlene tells me she’s the boss of the [City] National Bank. “I just stamp a lot of 
things. The rest of the people do what I tell them to do.” (...) Charlene stamps 
‘CAV’ on the comer of a pile of file cards. When I ask her about this, she says, 
“That means [City] ...(pause)...Whoops, that’s supposed to be [City] National 
Bank.” Roberto then asks, “Charlene, who’s the boss?” Aaron says, “No one is 
the boss.” But Charlene says, “Both of us” (referring to Roberto). Roberto asks 
again, “Charlene, who’s the boss?” She makes a rapid tapping motion on her front 
and then on Roberto’s. (F.N. 2/16) 
For Charlene being boss means telling others what to do; but also doing work herself 
(which, as suggested by her stamping of the bank initials, appears more clerical than 
executive). When Roberto asks about the boss, Charlene ignores Aaron’s proposal to 
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have no bosses and allows Roberto to share her position as ‘co-boss’ (the first time in the 
data that she shared the boss position). A week later Charlene moved toward accepting 
the concept of multiple bosses, as shown by the following fieldnote sample. In this 
episode of office play Charlene was sitting at the long table with Audree, Roberto, Idalia, 
and Milena R. She has just loaned Roberto the stapler, which he applies to a pile of 
papers. Audree manipulates a calculator which is new to the office. 
Example 4.D.2 
Charlene goes to the typewriter...She says, “We can borrow each other’s offices 
‘cause we’re all bosses.” Roberto looks around for the stapler [which someone 
has taken]. Idalia says, “Those aren’t your papers. You have to share.” Charlene 
turns from the typewriter to face the others at the long table, and says, “Roberto, 
you know how to share?” (...) Charlene and Idalia argue about using the stapler. 
Charlene says to her, “You’re not the boss of this place, so don’t tell people what 
to do...” (F.N.2/26) 
In this example, Charlene accepts the idea of all being bosses; but she applies her own 
meaning in which she associates being boss with sharing things. Both Idalia and Charlene 
imply that a cultural norm of the office is to share supplies, and they criticize Roberto for 
not observing this norm. Charlene’s meaning for “we’re all bosses” seems to include 
rights to borrow each other’s things (or “offices” as she calls them) — especially the 
stapler, which (like certain recycled forms and the checkpad) was an item of great appeal 
among the children, and frequently the source of contention. (The girls’ criticisms of 
Roberto are part of a pattern throughout the data, in which many children spoke about 
Roberto as having a problem with sharing.) However, Charlene and Idalia themselves 
have a problem sharing the stapler, as evidenced by their exchange in which Charlene tells 
Idalia she’s “not the boss of this place”. This remark contradicts Charlene’s earlier 
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proposal that “we’re all bosses” and underscores the conditional nature of this ‘rule’ for 
organizing the power structure of the office. 
In addition to their meaning of ‘boss’ as having rights for telling others what to do, 
the office players, then, impose another meaning for the term - being a ‘boss of things’. 
This social label was closely bound with issues of identity (e.g., using the stapler defined 
children as ‘office-workers’) and status (e.g., who had rights to criticize whom in the 
public setting of the office). The notion of being boss of different things was especially 
promoted by Audree, and it helped to ease the competitiveness in her relationship with 
Charlene. For example, when both girls were playing together at the long table one day, 
Audree proposed that they could be “boss of their own things” ~ Audree being “boss of 
checks and telephone calls” and Charlene being “boss of the babies” (F.N. 5/1). By both 
girls being ‘bosses of different companies’, they could maintain their autonomous 
identities and relative status within the office. 
3. First to Sign up is Boss 
A norm that was shared by many of the office players was that the first one to sign 
up to play in the office was the boss. The first evidence of this ‘rule’ occurred in February 
when Idalia, disputing Roberto’s claim to be boss, said, “No, I am. I was the first one 
here, so I want to be boss” (F.N. 2/15). In the data there were several instances when 
Charlene informed others that she was boss because she was the first to sign in (e.g., F.N. 
3/7; F.N. 4/29). An example of how other children adopted this rule can be seen in a 
session in which Dolores informed Douglas that he was boss because Charlene said 
whoever is first in the office is boss.” However, Douglas’s title had little impact on the 
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course of peer play that day, since Audree and Ana were playing their own game in which 
they had established themselves as bosses, and Charlene was absent (F.N. 5/15). 
When I interviewed the major office players separately, most said they thought the 
‘first person rule’ was generally true. Idalia agreed that such a rule did exist, but stated, 
“You just have to say you’re boss and if somebody already is a boss, you gotta say it 
anyway. If they say no, you just say‘You can’t tell me what I can be or not.’ That’s what 
I do” (Interview 6/21). This is essentially what she did in another incident (discussed 
more Hilly later in Section G. 1 .a), in which Idalia used the ‘first person rule’ to set herself 
up as boss. Then, on the following day when Roberto did the same, she told him 
“Nobody’s the boss” (F.N. 2/16). The ‘first-to-sign-in’ rule, then, was selectively applied 
and depended very much upon the particularities of the immediate context - such as who 
was playing with whom in the office at a given moment. 
4. Boss in the Game vs. Boss of the Game 
On several different occasions Charlene made a distinction between being the boss 
‘of the game, and being a boss ‘in’ the game, as revealed by the following dialogue. 
Transcript 4.D.4 (2/16) 
1 
2 
3 
4 
Roberto: Give me a paper. 
Charlene: I’m the boss of it. 
Idalia: Nobody’s the boss. 
No, you’re not the boss. 
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5 Charlene: I’m not of the game, jn the game. 
6 Idalia: No, you are not. 
7 Where’s my envelope? 
8 Charlene: Well, you aren’t either so you can’t tell me what to do. 
This was one of the first instances in which Charlene articulated this concept of ‘in’ vs. 
‘of the game. Charlene implies that being a boss ‘in’ the game entitles one to certain 
rights, such as access to things (e.g., paper, line 2). Idalia vehemently contests Charlene’s 
notion, as suggested by her stress of the word ‘not’ (lines 4 & 6). Charlene’s distinction 
between a boss ‘in’ the game and boss ‘of ‘ the game becomes clearer in a play episode 
which took place in March. In this episode Charlene had told Audree earlier that she 
could be the baby and use the slate. When Audree said she didn’t want to use the slate, 
Charlene proceeded to make up a new game with Milly as baby, and Idalia as aunt - 
leaving Audree out. The following conversation resulted. 
Transcript 4.D.5 (3/21) 
[responding to my question clarifying what she had just said] I said 
I don’t think Audree’s playing because I just let Idalia be the aunt 
and Milena’s the baby and I’m the mother. 
[sarcastic tone] Audree can be the father. 
She will be the big sister. 
I’m makin’ name tags. 
Make my name tag and baby’s name tag. 
Say ‘her name is Baby’. 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
Charlene: 
Milly: 
Idalia: 
Charlene: 
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9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
Audree: 
Charlene: 
Audree: 
Charlene: 
Audree: 
Charlene: 
Audree: 
Charlene: 
Audree: 
Idalia: 
Audree: 
And you call me... 
I got a good idea. 
Audree, you can be Idalia’s kid. 
What you say? 
I said you could be Idalia’s kid. 
OK. 
If you don’t want to be Idalia’s kid, 
then you’re just not in the game. 
I’m the one who made the game up. 
I’m the one who made the game up. 
So. 
So I’m the one who makes the people up. 
No, you don’t. 
Yes, sir! 
The one who makes the game up makes the people up. 
Right? 
Yes! 
They, they can be whoever they want. 
Well, you’re not the one who made up the game. 
I don’t care. 
No, but you or you didn’t make up the game. 
[voice rising] No, it doesn’t matter. 
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31 They can be whoever they wanta be in the game! 
32 Charlene: [voice rising] And there is no need for you to be yellin’ at me. 
33 Audree: Stupid! 
34 Charlene: No, I’m not stupid. 
This transcript illustrates how Charlene as ‘boss of the game’ also assumed the identity of 
mother. For Charlene, being boss ‘of the game (as opposed to ‘in’ the game) implies that 
she has the authority to bestow positions of status onto others (e.g., . .1 just let Idalia be 
the aunt,” lines 2-3). However, a conflict arises when she attempts to bestow upon 
Audree the status of ‘Idalia’s kid’. When Audree refuses, Charlene states her rule that 
“the one who makes the game up makes up the people” (line 23). Audree insists on her 
own rule that “they can be whoever they want” (lines 26 & 31). Idalia, in turn, states that 
neither Charlene nor Audree made up the game (line 29). Charlene has put Audree in the 
position of either accepting her terms (being Idalia’s kid) or not being in the game, and 
closes off any further negotiation. She seems to distance Audree by her sarcastic tone 
when saying Audree could be the father (line 4). Audree expresses anger at Charlene’s 
non-negotiating stance, says she doesn’t care about Charlene’s rule (line 28), and then 
states her own view that she can take whatever position she wants (line 30). Charlene 
objects to the increased volume of Audree’s speech by juxtaposing a phrase taken from 
adult speech (line 32, “...there is no need for you to be yelling at me.”). Audree responds 
by calling her a name. The two then begin an interaction unit based on a sort of ‘Yes you 
are/no I’m not’ genre or speech event. (Immediately after this exchange, and not shown in 
the transcript, Marta approaches the two girls and tells them she doesn’t like their tone of 
voice. I also intervened by restating each child’s perspective to the other, to begin a 
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process of conflict resolution. During this process, Charlene, on the verge of tears, said 
she didn’t want “two kids” - a reference to Milly’s suggestion in line 5 that Audree could 
be the big sister. The conflict was eventually resolved when Audree, speaking in a 
conciliatory tone to Charlene, offered to ‘help with the baby’ if she could be the older 
sister. Charlene accepted her offer and the play episode continued.) The use of prosody 
in this transcript segment shows the strength of the personalities of Charlene and Audree, 
and the depth of their emotional investment in their own positions and ‘rules’ for socially 
organizing office play. Their conflict seems to have been based on their differing views of 
how social play should be organized. Charlene’s ‘rule’ (which she mentioned several 
times elsewhere in the data) implied that the individual ‘author’ of a peer-play ‘script’ has 
the rights to decide on the particular play characters. Audree, in contrast, proposes 
another view, that each participant was free to choose her own play identities. Idalia took 
a different view altogether when she stated “.. .but you or you didn’t make up the game” 
(line 29) - alluding perhaps to the idea that the ‘game’ must be decided upon collectively. 
The process of constructing fantasy play events in the office resulted in tensions 
between the need for group social cohesion in building a ‘story’ (with coherent plot and 
characters) and the need of individual players to maintain their separate and autonomous 
identities. Charlene distinguished between two sorts of identities: 1) a boss ‘of the game 
was a sort of playwright who built story cohesion by being the single author; and 2) a boss 
‘in’ the game was a ‘character’ within the play script, such as a boss of a company, or a 
boss of particular things in the office (e.g., paper or stapler). Conflict arose when children 
perceived that others were imposing upon their sense of autonomy as individual ‘authors’ 
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of their own play characters. Charlene herself alluded to this need for autonomy when she 
stated that “you can’t tell me what to do” (Transcript 4.D.4, line 8). 
Part of the conflict shown in the last two transcripts was based on differences 
among the children’s identification with various fantasy subject-positions. As discussed in 
the following sections of this chapter, Charlene most often chose to play the baby, as did 
Milly. Audree and Idalia preferred to be the aunt or mother-figure. Audree especially 
preferred to be in a care-taking position. Charlene may have added to the conflict in 
Transcript 4.D.5 when she suggested to Audree that she play the father (a low-status 
position among the girls) or the aunt’s child (a low-status position for Audree). 
Charlene’s and Audree’s conflict escalated when Charlene played being the mother, a role 
usually taken by Audree. At the end of the transcript Audree and Charlene raise their 
voices in a mutual show of anger, and their dialogue breaks down as they resort to name¬ 
calling. (Name-calling might be construed as another form of‘naming’ in which a person’s 
multiple subjectivities are reduced to one, essentialized attribute. Perhaps it is this gross 
reduction of one’s identities that so powerfully elicits an angry response.) Charlene seems 
able to impose upon some of the office players her ‘rule’ that the boss of the game gets to 
‘make the people up’, but she meets strong resistance from Audree. 
In sum, the ‘rules’ for organizing office peer play were by no means static or fixed 
— rather, they were struggled over on a moment-by-moment basis within the context of 
everyday interactions. For example, the ‘first to sign in’ rule was not consistently and 
universally applied, but was contingent upon particular combinations of personalities and 
events in a given session of peer play. The unspoken rule seemed to be that the participant 
who had high social status got to be boss anyway, even if she was not officially called the 
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‘boss’. Charlene’s question asking about the ‘real’ boss recognized this distinction 
between official boss (as ‘figure-head’) and unofficial boss (as wielder of real power). As 
suggested by Charlene’s distinction, the ‘boss in the game’ was just another position- 
holder, whereas the ‘boss of the game’ got to decide upon the positions in the first place. 
(This distinction shows a level of sophistication and complexity of thinking which many 
educators and theorists might not assume possible for a child so young. Not only is 
Charlene thinking in terms of sets and sub-sets - i.e., membership in overlapping 
categories -- but she also shows a critical awareness of apparent as opposed to hidden 
power.) 
5. Explanation 
Analysis of the findings of this section in terms of ‘explanation’ involves: a) seeing 
how the ‘texts’ produced in classroom peer play are shaped by power relations at the 
situational, institutional and societal levels; b) considering the ideological aspects of 
participants’ interpretations; and c) looking at the ways in which the discourse samples 
produced by the children contribute to sustaining or transforming existing power relations 
(Fairclough, 1989). 
The ways in which the children organized themselves socially were reflected in the 
‘texts’ of their interactions and in their own interpretations - in their assumptions and 
what they considered ‘common-sense’. The children showed a mixed orientation to 
dominant power relations found on situational, institutional, and societal levels. On the 
situational level of classroom peer-play, the children seemed to be struggling over 
competing assumptions or values: 1) a desire for fairness (e.g., their talk about sharing 
things, their sharing of the boss title, and their ‘first-come-first-served’ rule), which may 
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have been influenced by classroom norms of sharing and cooperation promoted by Marta; 
and 2) a need for coherence and order (i.e., the need for constructing recognizable 
characters and plot in group fantasy play). As discussed above, the children were 
struggling between a desire for individual autonomy (expressed by Audree, “They can be 
whoever they wanta be in the game!” in line 31 of Transcript 4.D.5) and a desire for group 
cohesion and leadership (expressed by Charlene, “The one who makes the game up makes 
the people up”, line 23). Charlene’s words may also reflect a dominant cultural value of 
authorship according to which individual authors have rights of ownership over their 
work. 
The children’s conversational texts, in which the topic of having a ‘boss’ was 
frequently present, both reflected and contested existing social relations on institutional 
and societal levels. In a sense, their talk about having one boss can be construed as a 
reflection of hierarchical social relations pervading the school, the workplace, and class 
society in general. Perhaps in another sense, the children’s texts (e.g., “we’re all bosses”, 
“no one is boss”, or “we’re both boss”) contested, in a small way, these hierarchical social 
relations by alluding to a more egalitarian sharing of power. However, what makes an 
analysis of power relations difficult is that classroom peer-play texts also reflect struggles 
among specific children with differing personality styles and needs. As Fairclough (1989) 
notes, power relations are not always reducible to class relations, nor are they necessarily 
specific to particular institutions. Power relations can also take the form of ‘social 
struggle’ within a variety of groupings. Thus, the social struggle within the ‘office’ was 
not reducible to the simple reproduction of broader institutional relations — it was 
complicated by complex personality factors and ego needs among the children as 
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individuals. This was illustrated by the conflicts between Charlene and Audree as strong 
individuals (e.g.. Transcript 4.D.5), and in the ways that the children maintained their 
social standing by manipulating rules for being boss (e.g., Idalia in Transcript 4.D.3) and 
using language (e.g., Audree’s formulation, “Yeah, but they are assistant bosses”, line 80, 
Transcript 4.D.2). 
The children’s play texts constructed gender in ways that challenged dominant 
power relations on the societal level. This was evident in the girls’ definition of 
themselves as ‘bosses’, a title which they often excluded from boys. However, the girls 
also constructed gender relations in contradictory ways, as seen by their reproduction of 
domestic scenes and relationships (e.g., Transcripts 4.C.1 & 4.D.5) while at the same time 
playing boss in the workplace. (This will be discussed at length in the following sections.) 
Similarly, girls’ identities as ‘bosses’ in the work domain reflected contradictory 
tendencies: while holding the title of ‘boss’ - conventionally associated with administrative 
status and power - the girls performed functions that were mostly clerical in nature. This 
was seen in the way that Audree’s job as boss of the “T Station” was to “sign out 
applications” (F.N. 2/2); and in how, as boss of the “National Bank”, Charlene’s function 
was to stamp the comers of file cards (F.N. 2/16). (This will also be discussed further 
below.) 
E. Audree and Women’s Work: Balancing Job and Child Care 
A major theme recurring in the data on office peer-play centered on doing child 
care in the workplace. This theme was constructed jointly by many of the children who 
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regularly played in the office; but it was Audree who most often brought up this topic in 
her fantasy play. When playing daily in the office, Audree was almost constantly 
engrossed in doing some form of ‘paperwork’ for her imaginary businesses. Yet in the 
midst of doing her office ‘work’ Audree would often assume a subject position related to 
caring for children - such as mother, aunt, older sister, or baby-sitter. In her conversations 
during fantasy play she would often express some of the tensions of trying to balance a job 
with child care. In this section I begin by focusing on key segments of data which 
illustrate how she constructed identities tied to the domain of work. I then conduct 
microethnographic analyses of two transcripts from a representative episode of office play. 
The transcripts and coded charts illustrate the specific linguistic and nonverbal strategies 
used by Audree and her peers in their social interactions. In addition to descriptive 
analysis based on concepts from sociolinguistics, I integrate analyses based on 
interpretation and explanation as adapted from critical discourse analysis (Fairclough 
1992; 1989). 
1. Audree at Work: Constructing Literacy Practices and Identities from the Workplace 
Audree showed an awareness of many issues associated with adults’ work lives, as 
indicated by many examples in the data on her fantasy play. The following samples taken 
from fieldnote data illustrate the range of her preoccupation with the adult workplace, and 
how she integrated the domain of work into her literacy practices while playing in the 
office. 
1) Audree wrote a ‘check’ (using the ‘payments received’ pad) and a note to K Mart, as 
indicated in this fieldnote excerpt: 
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Audree goes to the long table. She tells me the check she’s writing is for K Mart. 
“I have to write a note to get my lay-away back.” She tells me how at Christmas 
her mom had to get a lay-away again because she waited too long. They put the 
things back (i.e., on the shelf) so she had to buy it again. She had a hard time 
finding the things again. (F.N. 2/28) 
2) Audree wrote a message [see Appendix B, Figure B.4] on the sales order pad (the 
kind used in stores and restaurants, with carbon sheets), as described in the following 
fieldnote entry: 
Audree writes on an order pad: ‘Harb working 
Father six 
kids loan 
dinied.’ 
On the column “Account Forward” she writes “SI5.50c.” She explains to me that 
$17.50 is the Account Forward. “That means they have no longer used that much 
of their money in their account.” She explains also that “he has six kids, he’s a 
hard-working father and his loan is denied. I don’t know what denied is. All I 
know is don’t deny - don’t lie - don’t tell the opposite. I think loan is opposite.” 
She places the envelope [with order pad sheet] on the green metal toy cash 
register. (F.N. 4/29) 
3) For several days Audree used various recycled forms to make up driving applications 
for a make-believe character called Deborah Maples. This evolved to driving tests for 
characters named Carol Sanchez, Selena Sanchez (whose name was borrowed from 
the recently assassinated Chicana singer who was a subject of the girls’ conversation), 
and Macarena Sanchez (named after the dance, which the girls acted out a few times in 
tiempo libre sessions). Audree made up her driving tests by using blank IEP’s 
[Individual Educational Plan] and other forms from the recycled paper box, and then 
filling them in with checkmarks, mock cursive, and letter grades indicating how well 
her characters did [see Appendix B, Figure B.5]. She later invented a car insurance 
company in which her job was to call people to ask if their license plates had expired. 
103 
One day, while working on her insurance forms, she turned to Marta and exclaimed, “I 
feel like an adult and workin’ already!” (F.N. 5/23; 5/24; 5/28; 5/29) 
As suggested by these samples of data, Audree shows an interest in the language of work, 
for which she sometimes constructs her own meanings (as in Example 2 above). She also 
shows an awareness of various aspects of adult work and marketplace domains, as 
evidenced by her inclusion of insurance, driving applications, and lay-away plans into her 
fantasy play. Her comment to Marta in Example 3 suggests that she gets pleasure from 
constructing identities linked to the adult workplace. 
Audree also showed an awareness of her parents’ workplaces, as revealed in her 
reply to an informal interview question about her father’s work: 
He works at [a large corporation located in the city]. He works up at the cafeteria. 
Service America. He cooks cheeseburgers, grilled cheese, tomato soup with rice 
and pasta shells inside. It’s good. I went there once. I went there, I went to his 
job. (...) Sometimes there are people, they say ‘1 want a cheeseburger,” and then 
after my dad cooks it, [they] say, “With lettuce and tomato.” How can you do 
that? (...) And there’s this person that always...says what he wants and looks 
over the grill to see how he’s cookin’ it! You can’t do that! (Transcript 4/30) 
She explained to me in an informal interview that her mom works in the same company as 
her father: “She works as a secretary in the environmental health and safety office” (F.N. 
6/11). The fact that she used the workplace terms for her mother’s job, and gave a 
detailed description (with ethical commentary) on her father’s job, further shows Audree’s 
heightened awareness to aspects of the adult domain of work. Her parents’ worklives may 
provide many ‘demonstrations’ which she incorporates into her independent ‘role-play’ 
activity (Holdaway, 1986), such as in the three examples cited above. 
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2. Audree Balancing Job and Childcare in Group Fantasy Plav 
The following transcript was selected because it illustrates how Audree 
incorporates her awareness of adult workplace language into peer play. It also shows how 
she constructs the theme of balancing demands of the workplace with child care. Both 
transcript and coding chart indicate some of the linguistic and other strategies she uses to 
move back and forth between the domains of work and family. 
Background to Transcript 4.E. 1 
In order to show the broader context in which the events of the transcript are 
embedded, I will first briefly summarize the interactions leading up to the beginning of the 
transcribed episode. On the particular day of this play session, Ema was the substitute 
teacher. She had let me know in advance that Marta had scheduled a block of ‘tiempo 
libre’ at 10:45 after the students had finished snack. Although Charlene was a regular 
member of the office group, in this session she was not ‘officially’ signed into the office. 
Because she was still eating her snack, she was unable to reach the sign-in board before 
six others had already signed in. However, she, Milena R. and Claritza stood nearby and 
closely watched the office-area activities, speaking occasionally to those officially 
‘playing’. 
In this session, Audree was the first to sign in. While she was writing her name on 
the board, Charlene called out that “since your name is the first one up there, you’re the 
boss.” Audree seemed surprised, saying “Thanks! The person who has the first name up 
there is the boss right?” Next Charlene told Eduardo, who was playing in the office area, 
to sign his name on the board. Then she approached Milly, who was also playing in the 
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office, and asked if she could be Milly’s mom. Milly said she couldn’t let Charlene be her 
mom because Charlene wasn’t signed in. Charlene walked off with an angry shrug. 
As the transcript opens, Audree has gathered her work supplies before her at the 
long table. Her ‘work’ today consists of writing ‘mock cursive’ script on little note sheets 
she took one by one from the plastic ‘cube’ dispenser. She then stapled each note onto a 
‘Propuesta’ sheet (a recycled flyer [see Appendix B, Figure B.6] in Spanish announcing a 
community meeting about a proposed health care center), which she places on a pile to her 
right. Then she starts the sequence over again. Audree explains to me, “The attorney 
meeting will be at seven o’clock A.M. I was writing the same thing to everybody so they 
all know. I just needed to keep these little papers and then staple them, and then I’m 
done.” Soon after Audree starts her work, Milly joins her at the long table. Audree goes 
to the comer table, where Eduardo is playing, to get the cube-shaped plastic note-paper 
dispenser. 
Transcript 4.E. 1 (3/7) 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
Eduardo: [at comer table] OK, you’re fired. 
Audree: [carrying note dispenser from comer table to long table] 
No, I’m not fired. 
You can’t do that to me. 
I have an attorney! 
Milly: [with hole puncher in hand, she reaches for Audree’s notice] 
Then I did something to your papers. 
I did something to your papers. 
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9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
Audree: [in soft but stem mother-like tone] Oh, no, no, no, no. 
[puts her papers out of Milly’s reach] 
[Milly staples a note paper from the cube dispenser, 
then drops it onto the notice Audree is working on.] 
Audree: [in tone of an irritated parent] Milly, 
what are you doin’? 
Millv: Poopie. 
Audree: [tone of patient parent] Milly, 
take it. 
Put it in my clipboard, 
put it in my clipboard. 
[Audree clamps the cube note to her clipboard.] 
Milly: [reaching toward Audree’s hair with hole puncher] 
And then I wanted to do this to your hair. 
Audree: [stretches out her arm to block Milly’s hand, shakes her head, and 
says in scolding tone] 
No! 
NO! 
Milly: [in timid baby’s voice] No? 
Audree: [scolding tone] No! 
Millv- [in normal voice] That was my first word — ‘no’. 
Audree: [in didactic parenting tone] My hair is not a toy. 
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30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
My hair is not a paper. 
[Eduardo walks up to Milly, dangling the small slate in front of her. 
Milly takes the slate and hands the hole-puncher to Audree, then leaves] 
Audree: [sugary tone] Thank you, 
baby. 
[Audree takes a note paper from dispenser, punches a hole in it, 
and places both note and hole puncher on table. Then she continues writing mock 
cursive on the note paper stapled to notice number four.] 
[Milly waddles like a toddler from the front board to the long table, carrying the 
slate, Marta’s chalk-holder, and an eraser. 
She places them close to Audree’s papers on the table, 
and writes a large ‘B’ on the slate, then erases it.] 
Audree: Milly, 
don’t touch them. 
[Audree places her notice on the clipboard.] 
Charlene: [watching from the desk area] Audree, 
how do you know that she’s your baby? 
[Audree continues writing at the long table, humming a tune] 
Milly: [writing Audree’s name on the slate] This is how I write. 
And then I wrote your name. 
[in baby tone] Mommy! 
[points her finger at the word on the slate] 
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52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
Audree: [high pitch] Ohhh, 
good girrrrl! 
[Audree stands up and puts her arms around Milly, 
bending over Milly and patting her arms] 
[in ‘motherese’] Come to Mommy, come to Mommy. 
Time to get ready for the meeting. 
You’re coming with me to the meeting. 
Daddy’s coming, 
the whole family’s coming, too. 
So you want to dress up in a dress, 
don’t you. 
Milly: [erases the slate] 
And I wrote... 
[writes what appears to be ‘Im’] 
Audree: Good girrrrl! 
[Milly walks away in her baby-like waddling steps. 
Audree follows her, taking bouncing jog-like steps.] 
In the first topic unit, Eduardo makes a reference to the domain of work when he tells 
Audree, “OK, you’re fired.” He seems to be setting himself up as a boss who is in the 
position of ‘firing’ a subordinate. Audree, however, rejects this status bestowal by 
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retorting that he can’t do this to her because she has an attorney (lines 3-5). In her 
phraseology Audree also draws upon discourse found in the adult workplace. That is, in 
her choice of wording - using the term “attorney” - Audree is drawing upon the 
specialized work domain of law. The social consequence of these intertextual 
relationships is that both children position themselves as ‘working persons’. However, 
Audree seems to give herself some status over Eduardo through her use of technical 
wording. He seems to be silenced by Audree’s utterance (line 5) - that is, he drops the 
subject and walks away. 
In line 6, Milly tries to apply the hole-puncher to Audree’s work papers. Her 
gesture initiates a topic unit in which she plays being the baby who gets gently 
reprimanded by Audree, the mother, who must place her work papers out of reach. Milly 
defines herself as a baby by her action, which she then follows up with an explanatory 
statement in her ‘normal’ voice, “Then I did something to your papers” (line 7). Her 
statement seems to clarify her action as that of a baby seeking attention and is 
acknowledged when Audree responds in a parental tone, “Oh, no, no, no, no” and puts her 
papers out of Milly’s reach (lines 9-10). The social consequence of this interactional unit 
is that Milly establishes her identity as the ‘exploring/naughty baby ’(perhaps seeking her 
mother’s attention), and Audree as the ‘patient mother’ who gently disciplines her child. 
In line 12, Milly takes her proposal further by dropping the note-paper she has just 
hole-punched on top of Audree’s paperwork. This action provokes a more irritated tone 
from Audree playing the mother. Audree’s utterance on lines 13-14 (“Milly, what are you 
doin’?”) is coded as ‘play speech’ occurring within ‘family discourse’. Because it is 
possible that Audree may be addressing Milly here in her own voice as an irritated peer. 
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this message unit is also coded (with question marks) as an instance of ‘peer discourse’. 
Milly’s response on line 15 (“Poopie”) seems to confirm her identity as the baby. This 
message unit is followed by Audree’s statements (lines 16-19), given in a parent-like 
didactic tone, which instruct Milly to put the paper on the clipboard. In line 21, Milly 
again proposes an intertextual link at the level of interactional unit and genre - that is, she 
tries to engage Audree in another event of‘attention-getting’ by attempting to hole punch 
Audree’s hair. Milly again makes a statement explaining her play action (line 22), “And 
then I wanted to do this to your hair.” Provoked, Audree blocks Milly with force, and in a 
more authoritarian parent register, tells her “No!” (lines 24, 25, and 27). Because Audree 
may also be speaking as a peer, in addition to (or instead of) play-acting, her utterances 
are so coded on the chart to indicate this ambiguity. Milly plays the intimidated or 
penitent baby when responding “No?” (line 26). Audree then switches to a more patient, 
didactic tone, perhaps echoing what she has heard at home, when she says “My hair is not 
a toy” (line 29). The result of this exchange is that Audree is positioned as the mother 
who sternly disciplines, but who also patiently guides her child. Embedded within this 
interactional unit is Milly’s explanatory comment “That was my first word — no” (line 28), 
in which she more explicitly defines herself as a language-learning baby. When Milly 
hands over the hole puncher, Audree switches to yet another register, that of the praising 
parent in lines 33-34 (“Thank you, baby”). Her use of the word “baby” serves as a form 
of ‘naming’ which helps establish the mother-child dyad that the two children are 
constructing in their fantasy play. 
Audree resumes her ‘paperwork’, attentively writing small curly cues of mock 
cursive on the note-paper stapled to the comer of her fourth notice about the attorney 
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meeting’. This is interrupted when Milly comes back, waddling like a toddler with her 
toys (line 38). She again establishes her identity as the baby, which provokes Audree to 
react with her parent-like utterance, “Milly, don’t touch them” (lines 42-43). At this 
point, Charlene interjects with her question asking Audree how she knows that Milly is her 
baby (line 45). Charlene’s challenge to Audree’s legitimacy as Milly’s mother seems to be 
a reference to the conversation (taking place just prior to the opening of the transcript) in 
which Milly told Charlene she couldn’t be the mother since she was not signed into the 
office. Audree does not acknowledge Charlene’s question: Audree either doesn’t hear or 
chooses to ignore it, and continues her work, humming a tune. 
Milly initiates the next topic unit when writing Audree’s name on the small slate; 
she follows this action with explanatory statements on lines 47-48 (“This is how I write. 
And then I wrote your name.”) Milly then switches from her ‘normal’ voice to her ‘play’ 
voice when she exclaims “Mommy!” and points, baby-fashion, to her writing (lines 49-50). 
(It is interesting to note that Milly used legible, well-formed printing - thus possibly 
stepping out of the baby persona to the second grader that she is.) Milly’s use of naming 
helps identify herself as a baby seeking her mother’s approval. Audree acknowledges 
Milly’s proposal by her stylized, high-pitched ‘mother’ voice (“Ohhh good girrrrl!” line 
51), followed by her actions of hugging and patting Milly. Audree continues speaking in 
‘motherese’(lines 53-58), when she tells Milly to get ready for the ‘meeting’. She takes on 
a sweet but controlling voice, ending with the statement “So you want to dress up in a 
dress, don’t you.” Her tag question “don’t you” was marked with a falling pitch, 
suggesting that it was rhetorical, and more like a command. Audree integrates the theme 
of work (as suggested by her notices of the attorney meeting) with domestic life (her 
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references to caring for the baby). Her solution to the problem of child care is to bring the 
family to the meeting. This juxtaposition of the domains of work and child care is 
expressed repeatedly in Audree’s office play throughout the corpus of data. 
Milly does not overtly acknowledge Audree’s change of topic, but instead 
continues her play-acting as the baby showing-ofl£ or ‘performing’ (Holdaway, 1986), her 
literacy acquisition for her mother (line 59-60). When writing ‘Im’ on the slate, Milly 
started with the ‘m’ and then wrote ‘I’. It is not clear whether she is attempting to write 
the English object pronoun ‘me’(possibly influenced by Spanish phonetics), or the Spanish 
possessive pronoun ‘mi’. The word ‘me’ seems to contrast with the word ‘Audree’ that 
she wrote previously - both of which are forms of‘naming’. The social and ideological 
consequence is to position Milly as the learning baby, and Audree as the proud and 
praiseful mother (“Good girrrl!” line 65) who takes responsibility for her child’s literacy- 
learning. 
The literacy practices in this play segment contribute to the ways that both Milly 
and Audree create their play identities. As indicated by Chart 1, the children’s play 
conversation and actions refer in various ways to literacy practices associated with family 
or work domains. Specifically, 11 message units in the transcript refer to Milly’s use of 
family literacy practices, in which she playfully creates her identities as both baby and 
emergent writer eager to show off her literacy acquisition. In response to Milly’s writing 
attempts with the slate, Audree defines herself as the proud mother. In a similar way, 
Audree’s own literacy practices (e.g., writing notices about the attorney meeting) 
contributes to how she creates an identity as office-worker. Although Chart 1 has only 7 
message units coded as involving workplace literacies, she is engaged almost constantly in 
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different aspects of her ‘office-work’. These literacy activities form a kind of backdrop to 
her conversations and are not immediately evident on the transcript. As Audree said in an 
informal interview just prior to the episode of the transcript, her job is to make notices for 
the ‘attorney meeting’. Explaining that “I was writing the same thing to everybody so 
they all know,” her notice-making enacted one function of modem offices - that of 
reproducing and distributing pieces of information. Her use of office materials (stapler, 
clipboard, ballpoint pen) also defined her as an office worker. The tension of this episode 
consisted in Audree’s struggle to balance her job-related work with her family work in all 
its various functions (such as keeping the baby disciplined, tutored, cared for, and dressed 
up for the meeting). 
As suggested by Chart 1, the children construct social identities within multiple 
discourses: as members of a classroom peer group, as parent and child within a family, and 
as working persons in a worksite. They move fluidly from one discursive framework to 
another; shifting back and forth from peer- to play-identities. In doing so, they use a 
variety of strategies to signal how they define themselves, which has consequences for 
peer social interactions and power relationships. These strategies include: 
1) Wording. Audree’s use of technical wording drawn from legal discourse (“I have an 
attorney!” line 5) both defines herself as a working person in her fantasy play, but it 
also gives her interactional leverage over Eduardo as he tries to ‘fire’ her. 
2) Explanatory statements. As indicated on Chart 1, most (7 out of 8) of the ‘Explaining 
statements’ of Transcript 4.E.1 were made by Milly, which she used to more clearly 
define her play identity to others. Statements directly affecting the course of play were 
lines 8 and 22 which provoked negative reactions from Audree as the disciplining 
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parent, and line 49 which caused a positive response from Audree as the praising 
parent. 
3) Prosody. In Transcript 4.E.1, pitch, register, and intonation play an important role in 
enabling Audree to differentiate her various identities - as patient mother giving 
guidance (e.g., lines 9, 18, 29), as irritated, scolding parent (e.g., lines 14, 27), and as 
nurturing and praising mom (e.g., lines 33, 53, 65). 
4) Nonverbal behaviors. As indicated on Chart 1, 14 (out of 56) message units consisted 
of nonverbal actions, 9 of which were made by Milly. Milly’s nonverbal behaviors 
were closely bound to how she established identities as attention-getting/exploring 
baby (lines 6, 12, 21 and 40), and as literacy-using baby (lines 41, 48, 51, 62, and 64). 
These behaviors, along with Milly’s explanatory statements, actively shaped the course 
of peer play, as evidenced by the kinds of verbal and nonverbal responses which they 
provoked in Audree as ‘mother’ (described above). 
5) Naming. In Transcript 4.E. 1 naming took several forms: a) It was used by Audree to 
address Milly by name, in which Audree used the voice of a patient parent on line 16, 
an irritated parent (or ambiguously, an irritated peer) on lines 13 & 42. These 
instances of naming were also coded on Chart 1 as ‘Controlling’ message units, since 
Audree was attempting to influence Milly’s behavior, b) Audree addressed Milly as 
“baby” (line 34), and “good girl” (lines 53 & 65), which signaled their relationship as 
mother and daughter. Audree’s ‘status reference’ on line 55 (“Come to Mommy!”) 
had also had a signaling function, c) Another form of naming occurred on line 45 
when Charlene addressed Audree by name. Since Charlene was asking a question as a 
peer, this was coded as ‘taking the floor’, but not as ‘controlling’. 
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6) Controlling and Disagreeing. The 15 utterances coded on the chart as having a 
‘Controlling’ function were all made by Audree and were directed at Milly. Audree 
was the only participant making utterances coded as ‘Disagreeing’, of which 8 were 
directed at Milly and one at Eduardo. 
7) Initiating interactions and topics. 4 interactions were initiated by Milly and one was 
initiated by Eduardo. Also coded on the chart are 3 topics initiated by Milly, one by 
Eduardo, and one by Audree. 
As suggested by the chart and transcript, the interactions in this episode form a 
pattern in which Milly (and, in one instance, Eduardo) initiates an utterance or action 
which provokes a more lengthy response from Audree - as seen in her legalistic response 
to Eduardo (lines 2-5), her parental admonition (lines 9-19), her reprimand and lecture 
(lines 23-30), and her show of praise (lines 52-54). This pattern can also be seen in the 
ways that the children construct intertextuality, as noted on Chart 1. For example, Milly 
makes 17 proposals to construct intertextual links, 15 of which are acknowledged by 
Audree. The social consequence of these linkages is to define Audree in positions of 
authority — as disciplining parent, guiding mother, and praising parent - and Milly as the 
attention-seeking baby. As indicated by Chart 1, Milly’s intertextual linkages occur on the 
level of genre, in which she acted out events typical to family discourse. Her linkages also 
occur on the level of topic/theme, in which she maintains the story-line of this episode of 
play. Her story-line might be characterized as the tale of a baby making a series of bids for 
attention from her working mother. However, there is an element of ambiguity in that she 
may have also been trying to elicit a reaction from Audree as a peer (and so coded on 
Chart 1 in the discourse category). 
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Eduardo makes one proposal (line 1) which Audree acknowledges in such a way 
as to define her as powerful and self-defending. Eduardo’s proposal draws upon a 
stereotypical boss-firing-worker speech event and was coded as an example of work 
discourse. Because it was not overtly related to the story being constructed by the others 
in this episode of play, it was not coded on the level of topic/theme. 
In this play episode, Audree makes only 2 proposals, when she tells Milly twice to 
get ready for the meeting (lines 56-57). These go unacknowledged by Milly who 
continues working on her slate. This fits in with a pattern noted elsewhere in the data, in 
which Audree sometimes makes statements about her fantasy worklife (e.g., her 
businesses described in Section E. 1 above) which may not be readily understood by those 
playing around her. 
In sum, as suggested by the chart and transcript of this play episode, the power 
relationships among the children are closely bound to the intertextual links which define 
each participant: Audree as an authority figure and Milly as a baby. Milly takes an active 
role in this episode, as evidenced by the way she proposes intertextual links to genres and 
situations drawn from family discourses - which, in turn, are acknowledged and 
developed further by Audree. 
I will continue my discussion of this transcript at the end of this section, where I 
will focus on how this sample of discourse (along with other samples in the section) is 
linked to broader social practice on institutional and societal levels. First I will explore a 
related sample of peer-play text in which the children’s themes of work and family 
discourse are developed further. 
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Background to Transcript 4.E.2 
The next transcript (4.E.2) was chosen because it illustrates how Audree’s theme 
of balancing work with child care was affected by specific changes in the context of group 
play. In particular, the transcript shows the complexity of power relationships in which 
Audree’s status relative to her peers changes when the discursive frame of play shifts from 
work to family discourses. 
Transcript 4.E.2 covers events which take place just after those of the preceding 
transcript (4.E. 1), within the same session of peer play (3/7). In order to give a sense of 
the overall context, and thus make the transcript more understandable, I will describe the 
actions leading up to the segment. 
At the comer table, Eduardo and Roberto have been talking to each other on the 
telephones. Douglas has been circling around nearby and talking into a toy walkie-talkie. 
He approaches the comer table and says “I need a job.” Roberto says, “Oh, you need a 
job, sir? OK, you need to ask the boss. You gotta ask Audree. She’s the boss, OK? Oh, 
Douglas, first you gotta sign this up.” Roberto hands him the ‘payments received’ pad, 
which resembles a checkbook containing what the children refer to as ‘checks’. “Then 
this. You gotta sign it up.” Eduardo adds, “Sign this up.” Roberto then takes the 
payments pad and walks to the long table. I ask him, “^Para que es este cheque? [What’s 
this check for?] “ He replies, “Porque Douglas quiere un trabajo. [Because Douglas wants 
a job.]” Roberto hands the ‘checkbook’ to Audree, who has now returned to her place at 
the long table. 
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Transcript 4.E.2 
68 Roberto: Audree, 
69 since you’re the boss. 
70 he wants a, a thing. 
71 He signed it up. 
72 He wants that thing. 
73 Audree: He wants a... 
74 [Audree tears a ‘check’ off the pad, then rips it up into quarters. 
75 Roberto watches her intently with his mouth open slightly. 
76 Audree places the check pieces under the book rack on the table, 
77 and tosses the checkbook to the comer of the table.] 
78 Audree: This check will not be taken until April fifteen. 
79 Douglas: [leaning against the comer table, watching Audree] 
80 when’s that? 
81 [Milly returns to the long table and continues writing on the slate.] 
82 Audree: We’re gonna do another attorney meeting , 
83 and then we will go out to lunch. 
April fifteen. 
94 [Milly tries to stick the chalkholder into a pencil slot built into the comer of the 
95 plastic note dispenser.] 
96 Audree: No, that doesn’t fit. 
97 This goes in there. 
121 
98 
99 
100 
101 Millv: 
102 
103 Roberto 
104 
105 
106 Millv: 
107 Audree: 
108 
109 
110 
111 Millv: 
112 
113 
114 
115 
116 Audree: 
117 
118 
Mommy is very busy right now. 
Go play with your friends. 
Go play with big sister. 
[writing on the slate] 
And then I, and then I wrote something. 
[reaching for the slate] 
And then I was trying to almost get that from you 
and then she got mad. 
[like a baby] Nooooo! Noooooo! 
[standing and facing Roberto, using angry tone] No! 
Leave it alone! 
Stop! 
Stop takin’ stuff from my daughter! 
And then every time somebody wants to steal something, 
I just flip over, 
OK. 
[flips the slate over, raises it toward Roberto, then shrugs her 
shoulders and stamps her feet] 
No! 
[extends her arm and points accusingly at Roberto] NO! 
[normal voice] Whenever a person’s tryin’ to take something for us, 
she keeps this side up. 
122 
119 and when they try to take it. 
120 she turns it around and says ‘NO! 
121 [Milly continues to write on the slate.] 
122 Audree: [to BF] And I’m very busy right now. 
123 I’m in my office at my house. 
124 She’s, she’s workin’ on her chalkboard 
125 and sittin’ down with me. 
126 She’s workin’ on her chalkboard. 
127 like mee! 
128 [Roberto reaches for the slate.] 
129 Millv: [shaking the slate, which says ‘jNO!, up and down in front of 
130 Roberto, then using whining baby tone] 
131 Nooo! Nooo! Nooo! Nooo! 
132 [Roberto goes back to the comer table to join Eduardo and Roberto, 
133 but returns to the long table.] 
134 Millv: [lifting the slate up at him] 
135 NO! 
136 Audree: NO! 
137 Now, GO! 
138 Roberto: [mimicking tone] NO! 
139 Audree: Leave her alone! 
140 [Roberto walks back to the comer table, picks up a telephone, and talks loudly.] 
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141 Audree: Son! Son! 
142 Stop yellin’! 
143 I am doin’ my work! 
144 Roberto: [sitting down on the edge of the long table next to Audree] 
145 Are you gonna do one for me? 
146 Audree: Go see your girlfriend in private! 
147 I am workin’! 
148 Millv: [stepping closer to Roberto, using a baby-like pitch] 
149 No! No! No! No! 
150 [she shakes the slate at him, turning it to show him both sides on which ‘jNo!’, 
underlined twice, is written on each side] 
151 [Roberto, with a playful grin, reaches out to grab the slate. 
152 but Milly steps back out of his reach] 
156 [Milly makes whining noises and bangs slate with chalk] 
157 Audree: Baby, 
158 will you stop that! 
159 Stop that bangin’. 
160 Or Mommy give you a bang-bang on your bum-bum. 
161 [apparently addressing the following to Milly, since Roberto has 
gone back to the comer table] 
162 Now, son. 
124 
163 remember what I said. 
164 Do not let anybody hurt you. 
165 Not even bullies. 
166 Millv: Bully! 
195 Audree: [to Milena R. who sits on her pile of papers] 
196 Daughter, 
197 I told you to stay off my papers. 
198 Milena R: I can’t play because there’s already six people. 
This transcript opens with Eduardo and Roberto having told Douglas he first has to sign a 
‘check’ and then ask the boss (Audree) before he can get a job. Roberto uses formal 
politeness conventions of the workplace when addressing Douglas (“Oh, you need a job, 
sir?”). Eduardo and Roberto require him to sign up for a job by filling out a ‘check’. 
Roberto, being Spanish-dominant, may have mixed the two-word verb form “to sign up” 
with the verb “to sign” - which may explain his “you gotta sign this up.” He initiates an 
interaction with Audree on line 68, in which he makes a reference to Audree’s status as 
boss (“since you’re the boss”, line 69). Although conversant in English, Roberto may 
have had difficulty producing the word ‘job’ in lines 70 and 72 (“He wants that thing”). 
Audree responds by taking the check, which she rips up and states in a formal tone “This 
check will not be taken until April fifteen” (line 78). Her verb construction (consisting of 
the future passive of ‘to be’, with auxiliary verbs uncontracted) captures some of the 
formality of bureaucratic texts. By using the passive voice, such texts can obfuscate the 
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agency behind the action (Fairclough, 1992). Her choice of the date April fifteen may 
allude to the IRS tax deadline (a date she may have heard at home and in the mass media). 
Audree’s reference seems to have escaped Douglas who asks “April fifteen, when’s that?’ 
(lines 79-80). The consequence of Audree’s action of ripping up the check, and her 
intertextual reference, is to define herself as a ‘boss’ - or at least, as some kind of 
manager. Also, as she did with Eduardo in Transcript 4.E.1, she uses language to exert 
some control over Douglas, so that he abandons his pursuit of a ‘job’ in the office. 
Audree defines herself as a working person, as well as a parent, when she tells Milly, lines 
82-83, “We’re gonna do another attorney meeting and then we will go out to lunch”. By 
means of her specialized wording (“attorney meeting”) and the lack of verb contractions 
(“we will”), she speaks in a formal register from the domain of work. 
Audree continues acting out the theme of ‘job and family’ (as noted above in 
Transcript 4.E.1), with the inherent tension of balancing the demands of working and 
parenting. In lines 96-97 she shifts from her play identity as a patient parent (“No, that 
doesn’t fit. This goes in there.”) to the working person pressured by her job (“Mommy is 
very busy right now”, line 98). She directs Milly to go play with her friends or big sister; 
but Milly does not acknowledge her and keeps on writing. Milly’s lack of response 
suggests that Audree in lines 98-100 may be just ‘saying lines’ appropriate to her persona 
as busy working parent, rather than attempting to actually control Milly’s behavior. 
Roberto then initiates a type of dramatic event based on a family scenario (big 
brother teasing little sister) that recurs four times in this transcript. He tries to take Milly’s 
slate away from her. He follows up this action with the explanatory statement (lines 104- 
5) “And then I was trying to almost get that from you and then she got mad” — which is 
129 
exactly what happens. Milly pulls her slate out of his reach and Audree displays her anger 
by standing and feeing Roberto and saying in an angry tone, “No! Leave it alone! Stop!” 
(lines 107-110). Roberto’s explaining statement has thus functioned as a kind of stage 
direction, cueing the others on the flow of dramatic action. Audree makes a status 
reference by naming her relationship to Milly when she says, “Stop takin’ stuff from my 
daughter!” (line 110). Then Milly ‘rehearses’ the drama by her explanatory statement 
about what she does next, i.e., flips the slate over to the side saying ‘!No!’. Her nonverbal 
contextualization cues (shrugging her shoulders and stamping her feet) and prosodic 
signals (whining intonation of “No!”) more clearly define her identity as an angry, 
defensive baby. Audree follows the ‘script’ using her own set of nonverbal and prosodic 
cues (pointing at Roberto and using a firm tone of voice, line 116). She then switches to 
her ‘normal’ voice on lines 117-120, restating the ‘script’ developed by Milly and 
Roberto. (However, she appears to mistakenly substitute ‘for’ in place of‘from’ in line 
117, “Whenever a person’s tryin’ to take something for us...”) 
Consisting of a commonplace domestic conflict (‘brother takes from sister, and 
mother intervenes’), this family drama is jointly constructed by the three children. All 
three use explanatory statements and each child acknowledges and builds upon the other’s 
utterances and actions. The three again act out the drama in lines 128-139, and Milly and 
Roberto repeat their parts in lines 148-152. Audree reintroduces her theme of balancing 
job with family work in lines 122-127. She defines herself as the busy worker, when she 
explains to me that “.. .I’m very busy right now. I’m in my office at my house.” At the 
same time, she defines herself as the mother who must attend to the literacy needs of her 
child while doing her own job: “She’s workin’ on her chalkboard, [working] like meee! 
130 
Audree blends both work and family domains by situating them in the same location (“I’m 
in my office at my house”). She reiterates this theme of outside work versus family work, 
when telling Roberto to stop yelling on the phone (lines 141-147) because “I am doin’ my 
work!” Audree may interpret Roberto’s phone call as being made to his girlfriend, since 
she says, “Go see your girlfriend in private!” (line 146). She then repeats her message that 
“I am workin’!” (line 147). 
Milly meanwhile writes ‘jNO!* on both sides of the slate, underlining it twice. She 
then erases her message and re-writes it several times, adding Spanish exclamation marks 
for emphasis (her punctuation skill reflecting the work of Milly the second-grader, not of a 
toddler she pretends to be). 
Audree again assumes the subject position of mother in lines 158-165 when, 
naming her ‘baby’, she tells Milly to stop banging on her slate. Then, making a play on the 
word ‘bang*, she threatens (coded on Chart 2 as ‘Other’ under ‘Functions’) Milly with a 
‘bang-bang’ on her ‘bum-bum’. In so doing she makes a status reference to herself as 
‘Mommy’ (line 160). Audree then switches from a disciplining parent to an advice-giving 
parent when she tells Milly, “Do not let anybody hurt you. Not even bullies.” Her use of 
naming here in “Now son, remember what I said” (lines 162-3) may be a verbal miscue: 
she appears to be directing her speech to Milly, given that Roberto had left the area, and 
Milly has been playing the part of the victim in the dramas just acted out. When Audree 
next tells Milly, “Do not let anybody hurt you, not even bullies” (lines 164-5), she seems 
to be referring to Roberto because of his behavior trying to steal the slate. In making her 
status reference to Roberto as a “bully”, Audree places him within the social category of 
“bad boy”. This term contrasts with how Audree addresses Milly as a “good girl” (in 
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Transcript 4.E.1) and as ‘baby’ (line 157) in this transcript. Thus Audree appears to be 
portraying Roberto as the (male) aggressor who tries to “steal” things. (The behavior of 
boys playing in the office will be discussed at length later in Section G.) 
Although Audree’s reprimands (lines 107-110, 136-139) seem to define Roberto 
as the aggressive male who bothers Milly, his helpless baby sister, the evidence from the 
transcript and the data coded on Chart 2 suggests a more complex pattern of power 
relationships. As indicated by the chart, Roberto initiates an interaction four times (lines 
68, 103,128, 145), but only twice (lines 103 & 128) does he initiate the ‘game’ of trying 
to steal Milly’s slate. Milly also initiates an interaction four times (lines 114, 134,149, 
156), in three of which (lines 114, 134, 149) she raises her slate toward Roberto to 
provoke a reaction. The prosodic and nonverbal behaviors that accompany the lines cited 
above - shrugging shoulders, stamping feet, loudly crying “No!” - define Milly as an 
active resistor, rather than a passive victim. Both Milly and Audree take an active stance 
in their peer conversations with Roberto, as indicated by the nature of linguistic functions 
coded on Chart 2. Specifically, Audree produced 24 message units with a ‘controlling’ 
function, Milly produced 5, and Roberto 0; 17 utterances (or actions) made by Audree 
were coded as ‘disagreeing’, 5 by Milly, and none by Roberto; 8 of Audree’s utterances 
were coded as ‘expressing personal feelings’, as were 5 of Milly’s, but none of Roberto’s. 
This suggests a pattern in which the girls assume an active role in relation to the boys. 
Four of Audree’s utterances used the naming strategy, in which she identified 
Roberto as ‘son’ (line 141), Milly as ‘baby’ (line 157) and erroneously as ‘son’ (line 162), 
and Milena R. as ‘daughter’ (line 196). Audree also made 5 status references: to herself 
as ‘mommy’ (lines 98, 160), to Milly as ‘my daughter’ (line 110), to Roberto as ‘ bully’ 
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(line 165), and to Milena R. as ‘big sister’ (line 100). In contrast, Milly made only one 
status reference, when she referred to Roberto as ‘bully’ (line 166) - although in her 
persona as baby she may have just been playing with the sound of the word. Roberto used 
naming once when addressing Audree (line 68) and he made only one status reference, 
referring to Audree as ‘boss’ (line 69). As discussed in Section C above, ‘naming’ is an 
important strategy for determining play identities and influencing the nature of peer play. 
Audree’s reliance on the strategy in this episode suggests that, compared with her peers, 
she takes a more controlling role in reinforcing identities assumed during fantasy play. 
Audree’s relatively dominant role in this episode is also evident in her greater use 
of ‘explaining play’ statements, another strategy which influences how play events are 
interpreted. Audree made 10 such statements (6 of which were made to me, 4 to peers); 
Milly made 4, and Roberto made 2. Audree also dominated in the quantity of message 
units produced in this episode: producing 43, compared to 20 by Milly and 13 by Roberto. 
However, these numbers need to be seen in light of the specific context of this free-play 
session: most of the interactions took place between Audree and Milly; Roberto mostly 
stayed at the comer table, monitoring their interactions and joining them only when acting 
out the drama stealing the slate. 
Even though Audree took a dominant role in the areas described above, Milly and 
Roberto also took active roles in that they each initiated 4 interactions, as compared to 
Audree’s one. As in Transcript 4.E.1, in this episode many of Audree’s utterances were 
made in response to the other’s initiatives, with 28 of her 43 utterances consisting of 
reprimands or parenting statements. 
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The specific ways in which the three children set up status and power relationships 
can also be seen in how they constructed intertextuality in this episode, as noted on Chart 
2. Roberto made 8 proposals: 2 making a link with the event ‘applying for a job’; 5 
making a connection with the genre/event ‘sibling teasing’, and one with ‘personal phone 
call’. All of his proposals were acknowledged by others, with the social consequence of 
defining himself (in his latter 6 proposals) as an aggressive (male) sibling, and Audree as a 
boss and parent. Milly also made 8 proposals, all of which made links with events from 
domestic discourse: 4 with ‘baby whining and protesting’, 2 with ‘attention-getting’ and 2 
with emergent literacy. All of her proposals were acknowledged, with the social 
consequence of establishing Milly as baby/younger sister, Roberto as older brother, and 
Audree as mother. Audree made 9 proposals, none of which was overtly acknowledged: 
her first making a link with the workplace speech event of rejecting an application, and the 
others with domestic events (i.e., from family discourse) including ‘planning the daily 
schedule’, ‘sending child off to play’ and ‘giving advice’. The social consequence of her 
first proposal was to define her as a boss, and her remaining proposals defined her, 
respectively, as a busy working parent and as a protective mother. As in the episode of 
Transcript 4.E.1, her proposals may have gone unacknowledged because they were not 
clearly directed toward the others; but instead consisted of‘saying lines’ appropriate to 
her play persona. 
As indicated by Chart 2, most (47 out of 64) utterances were made within a play 
‘frame’. Thel7 ‘non-play’ utterances (coded as ‘normal speech’ and ‘peer discourse’) 
were all statements ‘explaining play’. Thus the conversation in this episode was focused 
entirely on the flow of dramatic peer play. The particular discourse being drawn upon 
134 
affected how power relationships were constructed in this episode. 46 message units 
(consisting of utterances coded as ‘play speech’ and actions coded as ‘other’) drew solely 
upon family discourse, 10 message units upon work discourse, and 6 upon both work and 
family discourses. At the beginning of the episode, when play was based upon work 
discourse (although lines 68-70 might have been instances of peer discourse as well), 
Roberto referred to Audree as boss (line 69) and spoke deferentially to her about giving 
Douglas a job. When Audree tore up the ‘sign-up check’ (which Roberto watched 
intently with mouth open) and announced it wouldn’t be accepted until April fifteen (to 
which Douglas asked “when’s that?”, line 80), both boys dropped the subject of getting 
Douglas a ‘job’. 
When conversation took place within family discourse, Roberto assumed a more 
assertive role. That is, when positioned as the “naughty son” and “bullying older brother,” 
Roberto showed a higher degree of participation, as reflected by the way he co¬ 
constructed the slate-stealing scene and used ‘explaining play’ statements to clarify the 
action. This contrasted with Roberto’s more passive stance in the ‘job-application’ event, 
in which he had trouble finding the word for ‘job’ (lines 70-72). Thus when play was 
within work discourse, he seemed to exercise less power. In other words, when 
occupying the subject position of a ‘male peer’ (note that his lines 68-70 may have been 
within ‘peer discourse’), he was positioned as a relative outsider to the girl-dominated 
office. In the job application event, there seemed to be a lack of shared meaning: for 
Roberto and Douglas the ‘check’ stood for a job application, whereas Audree treated it as 
a check (not acceptable until April fifteen). As Fairclough (1989) notes, by drawing upon 
interpretive procedures from different social orders, participants may make different 
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interpretations of the same situation or ‘activity type’. For Audree, Milly, and Roberto, 
event types (Le., situation/activity types) which drew upon family discourse (teasing, 
mock-stealing the slate from baby sister, talking back to mother) resulted in a greater 
proportion of shared meanings as indicated by the acknowledged proposals for 
intertextuality, as coded on Charts 1 & 2. 
3. Explanation 
In terms of the ‘explanation’ stage of analysis, the episodes from Transcripts 4.E.1 
& 2 and examples presented in Section E.l, can be viewed as instances of discourse 
occurring on the situational, institutional, and societal levels. The task of explanation is to 
see how these instances of discourse, as ideological, are shaped by power relations on all 
three levels -- and also how they may contribute (even in small ways) to changing social 
structures. Specifically, explanation involves examining the ways in which participants’ 
interpretations of discourse (what Fairclough refers to as ‘members’ resources’) 
incorporate assumptions about culture, social relationships, and social identities 
(Fairclough, 1989). In applying this stage of analysis to the findings of this section, I will 
organize my discussion around the areas of work discourse and family discourse, 
a. Work Discourse 
On the situational level of the classroom, Audree’s fantasy play, drawing from the 
discourse of work, contributed to how power relations were established within the ‘office’ 
peer group. Through her use of workplace terminology and proposals for intertextuality, 
she was able to control peer interactions and to position herself as a ‘boss’. This was 
shown above in her encounters with Eduardo as he attempted to ‘fire’ her (lines 1-5) and 
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with Roberto as he submitted a ‘job application’ (lines 68-80). In terms of constructing 
gender relations, her fantasy businesses helped maintain the ‘office’ as an area dominated 
by girls (which will be discussed at length in Section G). 
In both solitary and group fantasy play, Audree’s ‘texts’ positioned her 
contradictorily in terms of power relations on the institutional and societal levels. 
Audree’s status as a female ‘boss’ of her own ‘work’ (e.g., her own insurance company) 
challenged a social order dominated by males in positions of power. She defined herself as 
a manager in her references to having an attorney, going to ‘attorney meetings’, and 
rejecting Douglas’s job application. She portrayed herself as a change agent concerned 
with seeking justice, as shown by her consumer protest letter against K Mart; and also in 
her remark (“You can’t do that!”) defending her father in his work as a cafeteria worker. 
However, although she called herself ‘boss’, Audree performed ‘work’ that was 
essentially clerical in nature (e.g., filling out forms and answering phones) — tasks typically 
relegated to females in the workplace, 
b. Family Discourse 
As indicated by Charts 1 & 2, most of the message units produced in the two play 
episodes were based upon family discourse (89 message units, compared to 21 drawing 
upon work discourse). As discussed above, when play shifted from a work domain to a 
family setting, Roberto was more active as the teasing older brother. His aggressive play 
actions were met by strong resistance from both Audree and Milly, as seen in their 
controlling utterances, many of which expressed personal feeling. On the situational level, 
then, when play was based on domestic discourse, boys were allowed greater participation 
in the office area, while at the same time maintaining the dominant role of females. 
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As for gender relations on the institutional level of the family and the societal level, 
the children’s domestic play both reproduced and transformed existing patterns of power 
relations. On the surface, the children were reproducing traditional subject positions, in 
that: 
a) Audree was a female having to do child care. (Her comment on line 58, that ‘Daddy’ 
was coming to the meeting, was one of the few references to a father being in the family, 
within the data as a whole; in only one peer play session did a child actually play being a 
father.) In 22 of the 38 ‘event types’ recorded on Charts 1 & 2, Audree was positioned as 
a mother engaging in reprimands, lectures, praising, and advice-giving. She also took a 
nurturing role in her daughter’s early literacy learning, as suggested by her high-pitched 
‘motherese’ “Ohhhh, good girrrrl!” and hugs given to Milly for her writing attempts (lines 
52-55). 
b) Roberto played the bullying older brother, in which he repeatedly enacted the scene 
of trying to steed Milly’s slate and mimicked his ‘mother’ on line 138. 
c) Milly played the baby sister who was the object of her older brother’s teasing in the 
slate scenes. 
However, as seen in the specific linguistic and paralinguistic strategies used in 
fantasy play (as discussed above), the children did not simply reproduce traditional family 
and gender relations, nor occupy their pretend subject positions in stereotypical ways. 
Milly by no means played a passive and defenseless younger female in the slate-stealing 
drama. As indicated by the way she initiated some of the encounters with Roberto, and 
the way she dramatically used prosodic and nonverbal cues (and literacy practices 
centering around the word ‘ jNO!’ on the slate), Milly projected a strong, resisting 
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character. Audree also used prosodic and behavior cues (e.g., her angry tone and pointing 
on line 116) to create an ‘ethos’ of a strong female capable of controlling an aggressive 
male. In addition, she used fantasy play to define herself as a female who was not limited 
to the sphere of child care, when she created her identity as a working mother, 
c. Work and Family Discourse 
As indicated by her utterances drawing from both work and family discourses 
(which totaled 12 message units on Charts 1 & 2), Audree defined herself as both a 
working person and a parent. This was evident in her frequent references to being ‘busy’ 
with her work, and in her nearly constant ‘paperwork’ activity which formed a backdrop 
to her conversation. She acted out solutions to the problem of having to manage both 
work and child care in different ways: sending her child off to play (lines 98-100), issuing 
reprimands (lines 143, 147), taking her family to a business meeting (lines 55-61), giving 
her child work to do (lines 124-7), locating her workplace in her home (line 122). As 
instances of discourse, Audree’s ‘texts’ challenge existing social relations on institutional 
and societal levels insofar as she is able to define herself as a female who is not confined to 
the home, but who actively takes on work positions typically occupied by males. She 
sustains the existing social order of gender relations in the clerical content of her work, 
and in having to assume sole responsibility for child care (without it being equally shared 
by males, or without supportive daycare services). 
F. Charlene as Babv and Boss: Constructing Identities and Controlling Peers 
This section focuses on how one child who regularly played in the office area 
creatively constructed her own play identities, using language and literacy practices from 
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multiple discourses, in such a way that she greatly influenced peer interactions in the 
‘office’. As an influential member of the office group, Charlene frequently chose the 
position of boss. As discussed previously in Section D, she made up her own distinction 
between being boss ‘of the game (the one who made decisions on plot and characters) 
and boss ‘in’ the game (which referred merely to one of the fantasy subject positions, e.g., 
boss of a company, or boss of particular people or things). In addition to playing the 
boss, Charlene frequently chose to adopt the subject position of the baby in office peer 
play episodes. In so doing she often positioned Audrce, her friend and competitor, as the 
mother (or mother-like figure) who would take her daughter to work. 
1. Charlene as Baby 
When playing baby, Charlene would often tell Audree (but sometimes also Milly, 
Ana, or Milena R.) “I’m your daughter”. To signal her identity as a ‘baby’ she would also 
talk in a baby-like way, and sometimes walk, eat, draw, or do other activities, using baby¬ 
like mannerisms. In contrast to Milly, who, with her small stature and comical 
mannerisms, played baby in a humorous way, Charlene seemed to play baby in a more 
serious way. That is, she used the role of baby as a vantage point from which to direct the 
flow of group play. Charlene also made the baby a desirable, high-status position that 
other children (including some of the boys) wanted to assume. However, she would 
sometimes object when others tried to bestow upon themselves the title of baby. For 
example, when Eduardo announced “I’m a baby! I’m a baby!,” Charlene told him in a 
scornful tone, “No, you’re not. You’re gonna be a homeless baby. Nobody’s gonna give 
you anything” (F.N. 3/25). Charlene would let others be siblings, but usually older 
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siblings. As discussed in Section C, Charlene turned the youngest sibling, or ‘Baby Zero’, 
into a high-status position that she was reluctant to share. 
Like Milly in the transcripts discussed in Section E, Charlene would use a level of 
literacy and vocabulary associated with a competent second-grader, even though she 
played a newborn baby or toddler. She would communicate with Audree, her ‘mother’, 
by writing her baby-talk down on the small slate in the form of messages such as “Baba” 
(for bottle), “WaWa”, “Mama”, and “Go By By” (F.N. 3/11). Love between mother and 
baby was a theme in Charlene’s writing, as illustrated by the time she wrote, “You love 
me” on the slate (F.N. 3/12). Audree responded by writing on one side of the slate “I love 
you in the whole” and on the reverse side, “wide world Baby Boo.” When Audree told 
Charlene it was her birthday, Charlene wrote on one side of the slate “Baby Boo 3 years” 
and on the other side “old”. Once she wrote a little booklet, with each word of the text, 
“Mommy, I love you,” written on a separate page (F.N. 3/12). As a family literacy 
practice, this message exchange defined Charlene’s identity as a baby in a loving 
relationship with her mother. 
In some of their play episodes, Charlene and Audree would act out care-taking 
scenes such as potty-training, spoon-feeding, or entertaining the baby (e.g., bouncing on 
mother’s lap). On these occasions Audree spoke in motherese, using endearing terms to 
“name” Charlene as her baby. Some phrases taken from the data include: 
“Act like a young lady” 
“Baby, go clean up your mess” 
“Honey, you go in the potty, not the pampers” 
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Most of Charlene’s references to the mother were positive; she valued having a mother, 
as illustrated by how she once taunted Eduardo, saying, “I got a mama and you don’t!” 
(F.N. 3/25). There were moments when she resisted her mom’s authority, but these 
occurred within a context of being in a positive relationship with a mother. 
2. Babv at Mom’s Work or Davcare 
A theme running through the data on Charlene’s office/house play was the value of 
being close to mother, and of having mother (or mother-figure) take the baby to her job. 
For example, she once told Audree as her mom, “I didn’t like to be away from you” (F.N. 
3/12). Charlene sometimes demanded that her mother take her to work, such as when she 
imperiously commanded, “You take me to your job!” (F.N. 4/26). In many episodes of 
office play, Charlene helped Audree, her mother, at her work. Charlene would do the 
typing for Audree, or be the person who passed papers from Audree to the typist. Some 
examples from the data of‘work orders’ given to Charlene by Audree: 
“Baby! Baby! Give this to Idalia so she can give it to Douglas. Then 
Douglas gives it to Milena and Milena will type it. OK?” (3/12) 
“Baby, give this to Milena to type.” 
However, when Audree once asked her, “Charlene, will you help me? Charlene, you’re 
my assistant,” Charlene resisted by saying “You probably think I’m your assistant” (F.N. 
3/11). For Charlene, being a baby and working in the office did not mean being defined as 
an “assistant”, since it put her in a lower status than Audree. 
Another aspect of this theme of bringing baby to work, involved putting baby in a 
child-care setting within the workplace. Charlene brought up the topic of daycare 
repeatedly in the data, usually when playing baby. She also spoke about daycare when 
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playing the mother -- perhaps as a kind of‘projection’ of what the baby’s perspective 
might be. A conversation in which Charlene initiates the topic of child care within the 
context of peer play can be seen in the following transcript segment. 
Transcript 4.F. 1 (4/26) 
1 Charlene: Who be my baby-sitter? 
2 Milly: Who’s your baby-sitter? 
3 Auntie. 
4 Charlene: Auntie, no. 
5 Auntie work. 
6 [to Audree] You baby-sitter. 
7 Audree: No, I’m not. 
8 Charlene: Mommy work, auntie work. 
9 You baby-sitter. 
10 Audree: Uh-uh, ‘cause I work, too. 
11 Charlene: Who cares? 
12 You take me to your job. 
13 Daycare! (...) 
24 Milly?: Charlene, can he be the baby-sitter? 
25 Charlene: Who? 
26 Milly: Enrique. 
27 Charlene: No. 
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28 Milly: [to Enrique] Well, you’re the newborn baby. 
29 Charlene: NOOO! 
30 I want to be newborn baby! 
31 Milly: No, you’re the newborn baby and he was the first newborn baby. 
32 Charlene: Okie, wokie, wokie... 
In this transcript Charlene, playing the baby, is looking for a baby-sitter. Milly, the mom, 
suggests that ‘Auntie’, played by Idalia, can be the baby-sitter. Charlene points out that 
both of them work (lines 4-5), so she names Audree as her baby-sitter. Audree also 
declines, saying, “I work, too” (line 10). In this session she has been writing out notices 
to customers who forgot to get their receipts at the local Puerto Rican restaurant. 
Charlene insists that Audree take her to her job (line 12), implying that her job has daycare 
(line 13). Charlene later objects to Milly’s suggestion that Enrique be the baby-sitter (line 
24), and to Milly’s bestowal of ‘newborn baby’ upon him (line 28). (This was one of the 
few sessions in the data in which the group decided to have Milly be the boss as well as 
the mom.) When Milly then proposes that Enrique be the ‘first newborn baby’ - thus 
leaving Charlene with her preferred status as ‘baby zero’ - Charlene agrees in a way that 
defines herself as the baby (“Okie, wokie, wokie” of line 32). It is interesting that Milly 
has been positioned by Charlene in such a way that she has to ask her baby for permission 
for a baby-sitter. Even though Milly gets to occupy the subject positions of mother and 
boss, she is not able to assign her ‘baby daughter’ a baby-sitter that meets her baby’s 
approval. Charlene as baby exerts a high level of influence among her peers in their role as 
members of her extended family. This is seen in her demands to be taken to work (for 
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daycare, line 13), and in her vehement rejection of Milly’s status bestowal of her coveted 
title as newborn baby onto Enrique (line 29). 
3. Charlene as Babv and Boss 
The following transcript was chosen as an example which typifies some of the 
strategies used by Charlene to create her fantasy identities as a baby and boss. 
Microanalysis of this sample will include descriptive and interpretive analyses adapting 
Fairclough’s (1989, 1992) three-dimensional model These analyses will focus on 
linguistic and behavioral strategies used by Charlene to have her play identities 
acknowledged and accepted by her peers, in ways that ensure her control over the course 
of peer fantasy play. Analyses at these levels will also consider how Charlene and her 
peers construct relationships of power among each other as they draw upon different 
discourse types to interpret the situations and events of their peer play. Analysis will then 
be made on the level of‘explanation’ (Fairclough, 1989,1992) which considers the 
ideological aspects of children’s play interpretations, and which analyzes this sample of 
discourse in light of power relations on situational institutional and societal levels. To 
give an idea of the surrounding context, I will briefly describe the events leading up to the 
episode recorded in the transcript. 
Charlene and Audree are by themselves at the long table. Charlene tells Audree 
that tomorrow is her father’s birthday and also the day of her dance competition, and that 
she has a dance recital on the weekend. Charlene then goes to the comer table and draws a 
picture with markers. Dolores joins her there and draws, too. Charlene then asks Roberto 
if he’s playing. Since he is not, she goes to the sign-in board, erases his name, and writes 
Dolores’s name in his place, third on the list. Audree, with a look of concentration, is 
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writing on an order pad with carbons. When the following conversation takes place, 
Charlene is still drawing at the comer table, but she soon joins Audree at the long table. 
Transcript 4.F.2 (4/29) 
1 Charlene: Audree, 
2 Pm the boss of the game. 
3 Audree: DuL 
4 Charlene: I’m a baby, though. 
5 Audree: I know that. 
6 Dolores: How come you gotta be the boss every day? 
7 Charlene: I’m not the boss every day. 
8 Dolores: Then who is? 
9 Charlene: Whoever, whoever’s fourth, whoever’s first every day is the 
10 I was fourth last week so I didn’t [unclear]. 
11 Marta: [calling from a distance] ^Quien le falta la tarea, por favor? 
[Who’s missing homework, please.] 
12 Charlene: [baby talk] Pur-ple! 
25 Charlene: [beckons to Audree with her forefinger] 
26 Get me some wunch, please. 
27 Get me some wunch, please. 
28 Audree: [walking over to Charlene] Wunch? 
29 Charlene: Lunch. 
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30 Audree: Could have said it with an L instead of U. 
31 What did you want? 
32 Charlene: [Turns to typewriter desk and lifts off dustcover] 
33 Audree: You want a typewriter for lunch? 
34 Charlene: [points to a plastic basket filled with plastic food] 
35 Audree: [hands food pieces one by one to Charlene, who pretends to eat 
them, making squeals and babbling noises] 
36 Charlene: [calling to Dolores who is at far end of room] Dolores! Dolores! 
37 Are you still playin? 
38 [in parodying tone] Then, come onnnn! 
39 Get dah-own with the progree-am! [Get down with the program] 
46 [to Milena R. who signs in] You wanta be my mothah? 
47 Audree: [groans] Awwwww!. 
48 Charlene: [baby talking] Mommy! 
49 Me draw the picture for you. 
50 [hands Milena R her drawing] 
51 Audree: Then who’s gonna be with me? 
52 Charlene: Pway! 
53 [leaning and pointing toward Audree] 
54 Big sistah! Big sistah! Big sis-tah! 
55 jMi nifia! jMi nifia! jMi nifia! 
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65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 
83 
84 
85 
Charlene: 
Audree: 
Charlene: 
Audree: 
Charlene: 
Audree: 
Charlene: 
Milena R: 
Charlene: 
Audree: 
[drawing at long table, speaking in babytalk] It’s for Daddy, 
[normal voice] It’s for my father’s birthday. 
[in motherese] Goodgirlll! 
You’re giving your Daddy something! 
You my big sister, not my mommy! 
Mind you beeswax! 
Baby sister, 
you always say that. 
I love saying that. 
You’re so cute when you say that. 
Mind you beeswax! Mind you beeswax! Mind you beeswax! 
Mommy. 
[drawing at comer table] What. 
I tell big sister to mind her own beeswax! 
I know. 
Isn’t she cute when she says that? 
Milena R: Mm-hm. 
Charlene: [jumping and squirming] Mommy! Mommy! 
Change meeee! 
[Milena R. smiles and continues drawing at comer table] 
Audree: [folds order pad sheet and places on comer table] 
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1 
86 Mom, 
87 send these to the people all over the - 
88 Send these to two different nations in the world. 
89 Charlene: [jumping up and down, bending toward Audree] 
Chance meee! 
90 Audree: Not right now, 
91 baby sister. 
92 [picking up phone] I have to call somebody. 
93 Charlene: Now! Now! 
105 Charlene: I the boss! 
106 [leaning toward Audree, pointing at her] 
107 You chance me! 
108 Audree: I have to change a stinky little baby sistah? 
109 Milena R: Yes, 
110 now. 
111 Charlene: [normal voice] And you have to do it even if you have 
112 You have to clean it. 
113 So go do it now. 
114 Just learn how to do it. 
115 and go. 
116 Audree: [resting chin on table] Oh, god. 
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117 
118 
119 
120 
121 
122 
123 
124 
125 
126 
127 
128 
129 
130 
131 
132 
133 
134 
135 
136 
137 
Charlene: I cleaned up my doo-doo. 
Audree: I ain’t takin’ it out. 
You take it out yourself. 
[Dolores places bank envelope she’s just typed on table before Audree.] 
Charlene: I put it in your head. 
[Charlene does a wiping motion across the seat of her pants, then puts her hand 
on top of Audree’s head.] 
[Audree stands and pantomimes hitting Charlene.] 
Charlene: Stop smackin’ me! 
Audree: [inserting order sheets into bank deposit envelopes] 
Mom! 
Tell baby sister to stop botherin’ me! 
Charlene: I’m not botherin’ her! 
Audree: [emphatically] She’s lyin’! 
She keeps botherin’ me while I’m workin’! 
[staples shut a bank envelope] 
She keeps puttin’ doodoo on my hair. 
I was here first and she started buggin’ me. 
Charlene: 
Dolores: 
Milena R: 
I’m not movin’! 
[clicks staple remover] If you want to save something, go like this, 
[softly] If you move [unclear]... 
[pointing with thumb to front of room] 
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138 So go over there. 
139 Charlene: And you can never get any phone calls. 
140 Audree: [standing] Be quiet. 
141 You’re not my mother. 
142 You’re just my little baby. 
143 just my little baby sister. 
144 Charlene: In the came. 
145 That’s what you told her. 
146 Milena. 
147 If she doesn’t move... [unclear] 
148 Audree: Mom, 
149 the staples don’t work. 
150 [Audree tosses the ‘Tot’ stapler onto table. 
151 and Milena R. hands her the large stapler] 
This transcript illustrates how Charlene positions herself as both ‘boss’ and baby. 
She shows her usual interest in monitoring the sign-in, erasing Roberto’s name when he 
leaves the office and putting Dolores’s name in his place. She appears to be concerned 
with the order of names, establishing herself as boss by her rule of being first to sign in. 
On line 1, she tells Audree that she is “boss of the game” - which (as discussed in Section 
D above) is different from being “boss in the game”. She also establishes that she is a 
baby in her statement assuming status (“I’ a baby, though,” line 4). Her use of “though” 
suggests that a baby might not usually be associated with the status position of boss. 
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None of this is new to Audree, as implied by her responses duh” (line 3) and “I know that” 
(line 5). On line 6 when Dolores asks Charlene, “How come you gotta be the boss every 
day?” she seems to challenge Charlene’s status. However, based on the history of 
interactions within this peer group, Dolores’s remark may be more like a commentary or 
expression of curiosity, than a serious affront to Charlene’s authority. (Dolores often 
played quietly in the office, while simultaneously monitoring the activities of the more 
vocal office players. Dolores seemed amused by the other children, frequently smiling and 
laughing quietly at their interactions.) Charlene seems to interpret Dolores’s question as a 
form of criticism, since she counters it with the response, “I’m not the boss every day” 
(line 7). When Dolores asks ‘Then who is?”, Charlene explains her rule about the first to 
sign in being the boss. She tells Dolores that she was once fourth and, presumably 
(neither video nor audio tape clearly recorded her full remark) was not the boss on that 
occasion. She then continues drawing with a marker, and in ‘baby talk’ she says “purple,” 
establishing her identity as a baby. (Although it is not clear if she is consciously signaling 
to the others here, her baby-talking functions as a marker which makes public her pretend 
identity as baby or young child.) She busies herself with the early childhood, school- 
associated ‘genre’ of labeling colors, saying aloud the color of each marker that she uses. 
Charlene begins a new topic on line 25 when she beckons Audree to her side. By 
motioning with her thumb, she projects herself as a boss, or at least as one who directs 
others. Her finger motion is not one conventionally used by infants or toddlers to beckon 
adults. (Audree at this point is presumably playing mother or care-giver.) Charlene 
follows up her nonverbal cue with a command on line 26 — “Get me some wunch, please.” 
Her use of baby-talk reinforces her identity as a baby, while her imperative verb tense 
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maintains her status as boss. Like the finger-beckoning, such a command is not 
conventionally associated with an infant requesting food from an adult or person of higher 
status. By adding the word “please” she softens her command, perhaps shaping her 
identity as the polite or “good” child. When Audree asks “Wunch?” (line 28), she may 
either be confused by what Charlene is saying, or criticizing Charlene’s manner of speech. 
This is in contrast to Audree’s acceptance of Charlene’s baby-talking used elsewhere. 
When Audree states “Could have said it with an L instead of U” (line 30), she may also be 
speaking as a peer who is irritated by Charlene’s immature articulation (so this message 
unit is coded on Chart 3 with a question mark in the boxes for ‘peer discourse’ and 
‘normal speech’). Audree then joins Charlene in co-constructing the ‘lunch-time’ topic 
unit, asking, “What did you want?” (line 30). Her past verb tense - ‘did’ - is curious, 
since it is not a conventional way to address a baby or young toddler requesting lunch. 
The effect she creates is of a reluctant or harried care-giver - which is consistent with her 
self-portrayal as busy working person and child-care provider, as seen in Section E. When 
Charlene takes off the typewriter dustcover while looking for the basket of play food, 
Audree either misunderstands Charlene’s move or attempts to be humorous, when she 
asks “You want a typewriter for lunch?” (line 33). 
Charlene squeals and baby-talks while being fed lunch (line 35). Then she steps 
out of the play ‘frame’ when she calls to Dolores who has left the office area. First 
Charlene asks Dolores if she is still playing, using her ‘normal’ voice (lines 36-37). Then 
she juxtaposes a phrase taken from popular culture when she calls, “Then, come onnnn! 
Get down with the program!” The social consequence of this intertextual juxtaposition 
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may be to define herself not only as boss of the game summoning her players, but also as a 
peer group member drawing attention to her social sophistication. 
When Milena R. signs her name on the board to play in the office, Charlene asks in 
her ‘normal’ voice, “You wanta be my mothah?’ (line 46). This causes a groan from 
Audree, perhaps an expression of disappointment that Charlene is bestowing the status of 
mother onto Milena R. instead of herself. (Audree is the one usually playing the mother or 
mother-figure.) Charlene immediately bids for the floor using baby-talk when she says 
“Mommy!” (line 48). She then initiates the next topic about the drawing that she presents 
to Milena R. Charlene’s status reference (line 46), in ‘normal speech’, followed 
immediately by her ‘naming’ strategy in ‘play speech’ (line 48), publicly sets up Milena R. 
in her role as the mother. Charlene’s baby-grammar “Me draw the picture for you” 
underlines her identity as not just the baby, but as Milena R.’s baby in particular. When 
Audree then asks, “Then who’s gonna be with me?” (line 51), she appears to contest 
Charlene’s choice of Milena R. for mother. What seems important to Audree is not that 
she assume the subject position of mother per se, but rather of someone in a care-giving 
relationship. Her goal seems to be to maintain a high level of interaction with Charlene. 
Charlene’s interjection “Pway!” (line 52) may be a controlling statement not only 
demanding that Audree play - but to play the role of sister. Charlene may be alluding to 
Audree’s question (“Then who’s gonna be with me?”) when she points to Audree, saying 
in baby-talk “Big sistah!” Charlene combines the nonverbal cues of leaning and pointing 
toward Audree (line 53) with the strategies of naming and bestowing status (“Big sistah!” 
line 54) to clearly define Audree’s play identity. Her repetition of “Big sistah” three times 
adds force to her utterance; since it appears to be an attempt to influence Audree, it is 
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coded as a controlling statement. Charlene uses baby-talk discourse (lines 52-55) in an 
imperious ‘boss-like’ way to control the flow of play. By thus combining boss and baby 
roles, she ensures Audree’s cooperation. Her follow-up words “jMi nifla!” (repeated 
three times in line 55) may be an approximation of “mi hermana” (my sister), and is coded 
as controlling, naming, and bestowing status. In the data, Charlene rarely used Spanish in 
‘normal’ speech with peers, but sometimes used Spanish in ‘play’ speech either to imitate 
others or to use simple words and phrases repetitively - like a baby playing with sounds. 
Her identity as an English-speaker within the peer group was not affected by her use of 
Spanish in the ‘play speech’ of a baby. 
Charlene’s comment in baby-talk, “It’s for Daddy,” is immediately followed by her 
statement in ‘normal’ voice, “It’s for my father’s birthday.” (lines 65-66). Charlene’s 
register and choice of wording (‘Daddy’) underscore her identity as the baby in the first 
statement. In contrast, her follow-up ‘play explanation’ in normal voice may have been 
intended to re-establish her relationship with Audree as her peer. Here Charlene may be 
alluding to her conversation at the beginning of this ffee-play session when she told 
Audree in a friendly way that her father’s birthday was tomorrow, and that she was having 
a dance recital and competition soon. The social consequence was that Charlene re¬ 
affirmed her standing as Audree’s friend - outside the play frame. Audree’s response in 
‘motherese’ - “Good girlll! You’re giving your Daddy something” (line 68) - 
acknowledges Charlene’s proposal made in baby-talk, “It’s for Daddy” (line 65). 
However, Charlene seems upset when Audree names her “Good girlll!” in a mothering 
register. She corrects Audree by saying “You my big sister, not my mommy!” (line 69) - 
in which she combines the functions/strategies of disagreeing, bestowing status, and 
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controlling . When she admonishes Audree to “Mind you beeswax!” (line 70), Charlene 
speaks within her dual identities as a baby and a peer who adeptly uses colloquial 
expressions. Charlene succeeds in her attempt to position Audree as her sister, as 
suggested by Audree’s comment “Baby sister, you always say that.” (lines 71-72). 
Audree’s ‘naming’ here both identifies Charlene as the baby, and also acknowledges their 
play relationship as siblings. Audree’s comment is also a sign of her compliance with 
Charlene’s directive that Audree be the big sister and not the mother. Through the rest of 
this topic unit, the two children maintain their sibling status. By telling Charlene “You’re 
so cute when you say that” (line 74), Audree defines her as an attention-seeking younger 
child. Charlene continues performing by repeating the phrase “Mind you beeswax” three 
times on line 75. 
Next Charlene calls out to Milena R., “Mommy! Mommy! Change meee!” (lines 
82-83). Dramatizing her message by squirming and hopping, Charlene initiates a topic 
unit focusing on the subject of ‘changing the baby’. By naming her ‘Mommy’, Charlene 
tries to draw Milena R. her into the ‘game’ with its constellation of family relationships. 
However, Milena R. seems reticent about participating, as suggested by her response of 
smiling and continuing with her drawing (line 84). This is in keeping with how Milena R. 
presented herself elsewhere in the data, and in keeping with teachers’ observations of 
Milena R. as a very reserved child, especially in the presence of adults. I am struck by the 
degree to which she does interact in this episode — attributable perhaps to the lack of adult 
presence here, since I was called out of the room, around line 55, for the remainder of this 
session of play. (She was also less inhibited socially at outside recess, where she often 
participated actively in hand-clapping rhymes.) 
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In the middle of Charlene’s topic unit on diaper-changing, Audree initiates her own 
topic. Naming Milena R. ‘Mom’ (line 86), Audree requests that she “send these to two 
different nations in the world” (line 88). Referring to the folded sheet of writing which she 
gives to Milena R., Audree proposes an intertextual linkage at the level of words (her 
written message), genre (issuing a business order), and thematic content (Audree’s fantasy 
business play). What is interesting is how she combines the domains of family and work. 
Onto a family-oriented conversation about diaper-changing, Audree juxtaposes a business 
work-order of international dimensions (“two different nations in the world”). On one 
level, Audree’s attempt at constructing intertextuality is both creative and unconventional, 
given that the diaper-changing daughter is suddenly ordering her mother to do work 
involving other nations. This kind of juxtaposition is a consistent pattern for Audree 
throughout the data, in which she positions herself within competing discourses based on 
workplace and family care, as seen in Section E. 
When Charlene gets no response from Milena R., she redirects her demand of 
“Change me!” to Audree (line 89), using a high-pitched imperious tone. Another prosodic 
cue she uses here is to stretch out her words (“Change meeee!”), which, combined with 
her body-language (jumping, squirming, bending), adds force to how she crafts her 
identity as the demanding baby. She is rebuffed by Audree, who tells her “Not right now, 
baby sister. I have to call somebody” (lines 90-92). Even though in this game they are 
sisters, Audree once again presents herself as the working adult-figure who is too busy for 
child care. Charlene loudly disagrees, making a controlling statement “Now! Now!” (line 
93). In the segment omitted from the transcript, Audree insists that she is working. 
Charlene ‘tells on* her by informing Milena R. that Audree won’t change her. Milena R. 
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then takes the phone away from Audree and tells her to change the baby. When Audree 
grabs back the phone and exclaims “Mom, I don’t have to!” Charlene states emphatically, 
“I the boss!” (line 105). Her omission of the verb could be a marker for her identity as the 
baby. Her proxemic behavior of approaching Audree, combined with body movements of 
leaning and pointing, strengthen her position as ‘boss of the game’. She then switches 
from her baby-like register to her ‘normal’ voice in lines 111-115, when she juxtaposes a 
kind of advice-giving lecture on diaper-changing, onto her imperious baby-talk. 
Concluding with “Just learn how to do it and go” (lines 114-5), Charlene attempts to 
control Audree. It is unclear whether she is speaking in her ‘normal’ voice as a peer 
(speaking as director of the play script, or in her terms, “boss of the game”), or within her 
play persona as a very articulate baby explaining child-care duties to the older sister. As 
indicated by the controlling nature of her statements, Charlene positions herself as both a 
boss and as a baby. 
Audree acknowledges Charlene’s lecture by expressing feelings of exasperation or 
resignation, as suggested by her behaviors of resting her chin on the table and sighing “Oh, 
god” (line 116). She takes a more resistant stance when she says “I ain’t takin’ it out. 
You take it out yourself.” (lines 118-119). Audree, elsewhere in the data, stated that she 
had to help change her cousins’ diapers, so her words here may be based on personal 
knowledge about disposing dirty diapers. Audree seems engrossed in her conversation 
with Charlene, since she does not visibly acknowledge Dolores’s action of placing her 
assigned ‘paperwork’ on the table (line 120). Charlene again positions herself as the baby 
in her pantomime of wiping her bottom and placing her hand on top of Audree’s head (line 
122). Charlene’s actions define her as the ‘naughty’ baby (in play discourse) — but also as 
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a teasing, attention-seeking peer (in peer discourse) who provokes Audree’s mock-hitting 
response. Audree appeals to her ‘mom’ to intercede because Charlene “keeps botherin’ 
me while I’m workin’!” (line 130). Audree’s ‘work’ - which she has been doing 
throughout this episode - consists of writing on order-pad sheets, inserting them into bank 
ATM envelopes, stapling the envelopes shut, and passing them to Dolores or Milena R. to 
type. Dolores’s comment on line 135 (“If you want to save something, go like this”), in 
which she may be pretending to use the staple remover as a computer mouse, goes 
unacknowledged. This is also consistent throughout the data, in which Dolores often gets 
ignored by the more assertive office players. 
Milena R*, as the mother, tries unsuccessfully to separate Charlene and Audree 
(lines 136-138). Charlene’s taunting remark that Audree can never get any phone calls 
(line 139) may be an attempt to define Audree as the teen-aged sister who should be 
denied phone privileges. Her remark is not strictly in keeping with her subject position as 
baby, but more like that of parent (or ‘boss of the game’). The social consequence is that 
Charlene keeps Audree within the domain of family discourse, in which the phone is used 
for personal communication. In contrast, from Audree’s perspective, the phone is part of 
her business (as seen more clearly in Transcript 4.F.3). Rising to her feet, Audree makes a 
controlling statement in which she disagrees with Charlene, saying, “Be quiet. You’re not 
my mother. You’re just my little baby, just my little baby sister” (lines 140-143). She may 
have made a slip in her status reference, labeling Charlene as “my little baby,” which she 
self-corrects. The effect of Audree’s statement is to resist Charlene’s control — and to re¬ 
locate her within the subject position of ‘baby’, from which Charlene has over-stepped. 
163 
Charlene’s response “In the game” (line 144) is interesting. In ‘normal’ speech, 
she makes a statement explaining that she is only baby sister “in the game” - as opposed 
“outside the game” where she has equal status to Audree as a peer and age-mate. Like 
her distinction between boss ‘in the game’ and ‘of the game’ (as described in Section D), 
Charlene’s comment shows her ability to use a high level of reasoning, with the effect of 
reasserting her status as powerful peer-group member. It is one thing for Audree to treat 
her as a baby sister “in the game” - but a quite serious matter to treat her as such “outside 
the game”. When Charlene says in line 145, “That’s what you told her, Milena,” she is 
again speaking on an explanatory level about play (using ‘Milena’ instead of‘Mom’). 
Referring to Milena R’s earlier statements (linesl36-138) as mother, Charlene may be 
trying to influence Audree’s interpretation of this play situation (Charlene’s complete 
utterance was not picked up on recording equipment). Audree ignores Charlene’s 
statements and, bidding for the floor by ‘naming’ Milena R ‘Mom’, she then initiates a 
topic about the stapler not working (line 148). Her gesture of tossing the Tot stapler onto 
the table, and Milena’s response of handing her another stapler, could fit within the frame 
of family discourse (as a mother/child interaction) - but also within work discourse (as a 
boss/secretary interaction). In either case, Milena R takes a passive, compliant stance - 
in contrast with the more active roles played by Charlene and Audree. As suggested by 
the interaction of lines 148-151, Milena R. has been treated as a secretary while 
simultaneously being addressed as ‘Mom’. This is another example of how Audree blends 
work and family discourses (as discussed in Section E), in which she superimposes job- 
related activities onto family events. The effect of Audree’s topic initiation on line 148 is 
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to terminate her interaction with Charlene, putting aside (at least for the moment) their 
mutual struggle for power. 
As indicated by Chart 3 and Transcript 4.F.3, Charlene used a range of linguistic 
and paralinguistic strategies to construct her dual identities as ‘baby’ and ‘boss of the 
game’, and to shape the direction of office peer-play. Her active and influential role in this 
episode can be seen in the following areas: 
1) Initiating interactions and topics. Charlene initiated 7 interactions, compared with 3 
initiated by Audree, and none by Milena R. or Dolores. Charlene also initiated a 
disproportionately large amount of topics - 11, in contrast to 3 initiated by Audree and 
only one by Dolores. 4 of Charlene’s topics pertained to status issues (e.g., who’s 
boss; who’s playing what), and 7 to family issues; whereas all of Audree’s topics 
pertained to ‘work’ issues. 
2) Naming, making status references, assuming and bestowing status. Charlene used 
naming 8 times (3 to take the floor by calling out others’ names, and 5 to label a 
person by subject position). Audree used naming 6 times to address another by 
subject position. Charlene made 9 references to play status positions, Audree made 5, 
and Dolores 1. Charlene was the only child to make statements assuming status, of 
which she made 3 (2 saying she was boss, and one saying she was a baby). She was 
also the only participant to make statements bestowing status (once asking Milena R. 
if she wanted to be her mother, and 3 telling Audree to be her sister). 
3) Controlling, disagreeing, and agreeing. Charlene made 20 statements coded as 
controlling others’ thoughts or behaviors, compared with only 2 made by Audree and 
2 by Milena R. All but 2 of Charlene’s controlling statements were made while 
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speaking as a baby, coded as ‘play speech’, (although 6 were ambiguous in that they 
could also have been spoken in her ‘normal’ voice as a peer member). This finding 
suggests that Charlene used her status as a baby to influence the others - rather than 
simply dictating the direction of play in her ‘normal’ voice as a peer. Audree made 5 
disagreeing statements (4 directed at Charlene) and Charlene made 6 disagreeing 
utterances (5 directed at Audree) - reflecting their symmetrical and competitive 
relationship. Audree made 3 agreeing statements, Milena R. one, and Charlene none. 
Rather than suggesting real compliance or agreement, Audree’s agreeing statements 
were made in a tone of impatience and sarcasm toward Charlene. 
4) Explaining play. Charlene made 9 statements explaining play, Audree made 3, and 
Dolores 2. Because these statements were made to clarify play identities or actions, 
and not to overtly control others’ behavior, they were not coded as ‘controlling’ 
statements. This finding suggests that the children were using their ‘play voices’ 
within specific speech events as the primary way to direct the flow of play. This 
finding is corroborated by the feet that 70 utterances were made using ‘play speech’, 
whereas only 21 utterances were made in ‘normal speech’ (10 of the utterances coded 
as play speech were ambiguous in that they could also have been coded as ‘normal’ 
speech). As suggested by Chart 3, the ‘story-line’ was carried by the series of 
intertextual links at the levels of event type and topic, which maintained the play 
identities of the children as participants in the drama. 
In sum, through her use of multiple strategies Charlene maintained her status as an 
influential member of the peer group, while at the same time pretending she was a small 
baby. As seen in the previous examples of this section, an important theme for Charlene 
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was her interest that ‘baby be included in mother’s work’. However, in this transcript, the 
theme took a slightly different form than in the previous examples. Charlene bestowed the 
status of mother onto Milena R.; however, in light of Milena’s passive stance, Audree 
took over as mother-substitute. In her usual pattern, Audree acted out the theme of 
balancing child-caring with workplace responsibilities, in which she attempted to limit the 
degree to which baby imposed upon her ‘work’. The boundary which Audree established 
between work and child care became a source of conflict, as exemplified by the diaper¬ 
changing episode. Charlene angered Audree by overstepping her baby identity and herself 
taking on the role of the mother. In so doing, Charlene lectured Audree about changing 
the diaper - in a sense, ‘inscribing’ her within the discourse of‘women’s work’ (“And you 
have to do it even if you have a baby”, line 111). Charlene, as boss/baby, in this instance 
attempted to pull Audree away from the work discourse (in which Audree held an 
empowered position as agent of her own work activity) ~ and forced her into a care- 
taking role that was subservient to Charlene. 
The findings of this section point toward a contradictory stance taken by Charlene 
in her identities as boss/baby. She has transformed, in a creative way, a stereotypically 
dependent subject-position (the baby girl) into one of influence and power. She does so 
by constructing a variety of identities (e.g., ‘Baby O’, ‘first to sign-in’, ‘boss of the game’), 
while at the same time reproducing a traditional discourse that associates females with 
family work. This discussion will be continued following the next transcript, which is a 
continuation of the episode described in Transcript 4.F.2. 
The following transcript further illustrates many of the strategies used by Charlene 
to creatively construct her ‘baby and boss’ character in the group dramatic play of the 
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classroom ‘office’. It also illustrates the complexity of her relationship with Audree, and 
the ways both girls involve others in the competing discourses of office work and family 
work. 
Transcript 4.F.3 (4/29) 
156 Audree: [cupping receiver with hand] There’s somebody on the phone. 
157 I think it’s for you. 
158 [speaking into phone] Hello? 
159 Yeah. OK. [hands phone to Milena R, then takes it back] 
160 Charlene: And then one day somebody called you. 
161 Does anybody know anybody named, um... 
162 Audree: Anybody named the Elf? 
163 Is there anybody named Johnny? 
164 Or Tommy? 
165 Does anybody know any guys named Ronald? 
166 He’s from the phone company. 
167 [handing phone to Milena R.] He says you have to pay a bill for the 
phone. 
168 Milena R: [soft voice] I already paid. 
169 I paid you. 
170 Charlene: [drawing at long table] Sistah! Sistah! Sistah! 
171 Audree: [looking toward door as Lydia, their first grade teacher 
168 
172 
173 
174 
175 
176 
177 
178 
179 
180 
181 
182 
183 
184 
185 
186 
187 
188 
189 
190 
191 
192 
from last year, enters classroom to talk with Marta] 
Lydia! 
jHola, Lidia! 
[Audree and Charlene both wave to Lydia] 
Audree: They almost look the same. 
Charlene: Both of them got babies. 
Audree: I know, 
they both got babies. 
Charlene: They’re like sisters, they’re like sisters. 
Audree: Dolores, type it! 
[Charlene, with mouth open slightly, gazes at Lydia for several seconds] 
Audree: [stands and reaches to pick up phone] Hello. 
What’s the name of our company? 
Mendez, Soares, Rodriguez, Jackson Company. 
May we help you? 
[Milena R. puts a phone to Audree’s other ear] 
Hello, Mendez, Rodriguez, Soares, Jackson Company. 
May we help you? 
Charlene: No, no, Jackson. 
Jackson first, [nodding head] 
[turning to read sign-in] Jackson, then Soares, then Mendez. 
Audree: I’ll do it. I’ll do it my way. 
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193 Charlene: 
194 Audree: 
195 Charlene: 
196 Audree: 
197 Charlene: 
198 Audree: 
199 
200 Charlene: 
201 Audree: 
202 Charlene: 
203 
204 
205 
206 Audree: 
207 
208 
209 
210 
211 
212 
213 Charlene: 
214 
No. 
[higher pitch] Why do we have to do everything you want to do? 
I don’t think anybody wants to do it your way. 
I don’t think anybody wants to listen to vour big mouth! 
Mine isn’t bigger than yours. 
[enunciating] Yes, it is. 
It’s wide, [opens her eyes very wide] 
It’s wide, but it’s not wider. 
[enunciating each word] It’s wide, it’s rude, it’s selfish. 
You’re brainwashed from being with those little kids. 
Those smart little nasty old kids. 
My mother seen you going back there. 
She seen you go in that neighborhood. 
[standing with hands on hips] So what? 
[pitch rising] Even though my cousin don’t know nuthin, 
I still play with her. 
[Dolores hands Audree a bank envelope. Without looking at her, 
Audree slaps the envelope onto the long table.] 
You know why she learns? 
‘Cause of my help. 
What’s so great about that? 
You probably don’t even know your times tables. 
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214 
216 
217 
218 
219 
220 
221 
222 
223 
224 
225 
226 
227 
228 
229 
230 
231 
232 
233 
234 
235 
That’s why you can’t read fast. 
Audree: That’s because you probably just go ba-ba-ba-ba-ba, pretendin’. 
Dolores: [approaching long table] Where’s the - 
[to Milena R, who has picked up PZM microphone] 
Put it down! 
Charlene: I know what I’m talkin’ about. 
[Dolores takes some of Charlene’s markers] 
Charlene: [standing up and facing Dolores] I need them! 
[Dolores carries markers to comer table] 
Audree: [on phone] Jackson, Soares, Mendez, Rodriguez Company. 
May I help you? 
[to Charlene] I’m goin’ different ways, 
OK? 
Like mix it all up? 
The cable company now! 
[flinging her arms up] Why do these people keep callin’ us? 
Charlene: I’m gonna pee on ‘em all if they call again. 
Audree: Why don’t you pee on them? 
Pee and doodoo on them, [pats Charlene on the back] 
Charlene: Mom. [stands and picks up phone] 
[baby-talking into phone] Get out of here before I try to doodoo 
and peepee on your face! 
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236 
237 
238 
239 
240 
241 
242 
243 
244 
251 
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253 
254 
255 
256 
257 
258 
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260 
261 
262 
And then I will doodoo and peepee on your people! 
Now, good-bye! [slams phone down] 
All done! 
One more thing! 
And I mean it! 
You don’t believe it? 
I mean it, even though I’m a baby. 
Bye-bye, suckers! 
[others laugh] 
Audree: 
Charlene: 
Audree: 
Milena R: 
Charlene: 
Jackson, Soares, Mendez, and Rodriguez Company. 
Can we help you? 
The phone company and cable company. 
Gimme, gimme! 
I’m gonna doodoo on them, 
I mean it. 
I go to the company. 
Right back. 
They said you have to pay all fifteen bills at the same time. 
I paid for the pills already. 
Act like you all were the people. 
Act like you all were the people. 
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264 
265 
266 
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268 
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270 
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274 
275 
276 
277 
278 
279 
280 
288 
Audree: She don’t have to pay you any more! 
Good-bye! [slams phone down] 
Charlene: Act like you were all the people. 
[chanting baby-like] I’m the baby on the telephone and I made a 
doodoo. 
Several: [disgusted tone] Ewwwwww! 
Audree: Look what you did to my new suit! 
Milena R: Look what you did to me! 
Dolores?: Look what you - 
Charlene: I pee! 
Now eat it and drink it! 
Marta: [calling from distance] All right, 
clean up! 
i Y a la alfombra! [and to the rug!] 
Let’s go! 
Audree: Move! Move! 
Charlene: And now I’m the baby sister. 
Sistah! Sistah! 
I dooed-dooed and pee-peed. 
[walking to the carpet, speaking in excited high pitch] The phone 
and the electric company keep callin’ our company! 
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289 Unidentified Bov: Electric company? 
290 Audree: The electric company, the cable company, and the phone company 
keep callin’ us. 
291 Charlene: And the light company. 
292 Audree: [excited, loud] We have to pay one hundred bills at the same time! 
293 The same dav! 
294 Charlene: And the light company, and the light company. 
295 [Marta comes to carpet and begins calendar exercises and shared reading] 
The transcript opens with Audree picking up the phone, cupping the receiver with 
her hand, in a convincing role-play of adult telephone mannerisms (line 156). She is 
initiating a topic about communicating with the telephone company, as well as proposing 
an intertextual linkage on the level of genre (phone call). She tells Milena R. that the 
phone call is for her, hands her the phone, but then takes it right back. She seems to be 
treating Milena R. as a prop within the script that she and Charlene are constructing. 
Charlene, in line 160, steps out of the frame of play to make an explanatory comment, 
“And then one day somebody called you” (which, like many other play explanation 
statements observed in the data, begins with “And then...”). Her comment helps clarify 
the play situation, i.e., that it is a ‘phone call’ speech event. Audree builds on Charlene’s 
question “Does anybody know anybody named, um...” (line 161) when she asks if 
anybody knows a series of characters named “the Elf’, Johnny, Tommy, and Ronald (lines 
162-165). Audree may be role-playing this phrase taken from adult phone talk, although 
she changes the wording on line 163, “Is there anybody named Johnny?” After 
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announcing, “He’s from the phone company,” she hands Milena R. the phone and, in 
effect, cues her by saying, “He says you have to pay a bill for the phone” (line 158). This 
time she lets Milena R. talk into the phone, which Milena does in a soft, bland tone - in 
contrast with Audree’s and Charlene’s voluble, expressive way of talking. Saying, “I 
already paid” (line 168), Milena acknowledges Audree’s proposal establishing this call as a 
specific type: a call from the phone company demanding payment. Charlene doesn’t 
participate actively in this conversation; instead she works on her marker drawing. Her 
utterance, “Sistah! Sistah! Sistah!” (Iinel70), an example of‘naming’ (found in the 
previous transcript), functions as a kind of public reminder of the children’s play identities. 
The arrival to the classroom of Lydia, the Spanish teacher that the children had for 
first grade, prompts the initiation of a new topic unit. Audree’s greeting “jHola, Lidia!” 
(line 173), pronouncing her name in Spanish, suggests an affinity with Lydia as well as 
with the Spanish language (or at least with Lydia’s Spanish classroom). The ensuing 
dialogue is interesting thematically: on line 175, Audree comments that both Lydia and 
Marta almost look the same. Charlene’s statement, “Both of them got babies” (line 176) 
refers to the feet that both teachers have recently returned from maternity leaves. 
Charlene and Audree seem focused upon the teachers’ commonality as new mothers, 
which, as Charlene states on line 179, make them “like sisters”. (Although both Marta and 
Lydia are Spanish-component teachers, Marta is a native Spanish-speaker while Lydia is 
an Anglo-American whose native language is English. Audree and Charlene do not focus 
on the teachers’ linguistic differences, but rather on their shared status as new mothers.) 
Charlene’s reference to these two teachers as ‘sisters’ is an interesting contrast to her use 
of‘sistah’ in line 170: Marta and Lydia’s ‘sisterhood’ is based on sharing the status of 
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motherhood, while Charlene and Audree’s sisterhood is based on having a common 
mother in peer fantasy play. Audree immediately resumes playing ‘work’ and orders 
Dolores to type for her (line 180). Charlene, though, seems transfixed by the sight of the 
two teachers, gazing at them for several seconds (line 181). What makes this topic unit 
interesting is its juxtaposition within the theme of work and motherhood being acted out in 
the children’s peer play. Charlene and Audree are making a connection with Marta and 
Lydia on the thematic level of ‘working mothers’. In this segment of ‘peer discourse’, as 
they look outward from their immediate play situation, Charlene and Audree are free of 
their usual conflict when immersed in play . 
Audree initiates the next topic unit when she picks up the phone and says, “Hello” 
(line 182). Then she asks (switching to ‘normal’ speech outside the play frame),“What’s 
the name of our company?” (line 183). She may be addressing this question to herself, 
since she immediately answers “Mendez, Soares, Rodriguez, Jackson Company.” By 
using the possessive pronoun ‘our’, Audree implies that all four children currently in the 
office are connected to one place of work; that is, the workplace is not just Audree’s 
solitary ‘game’ but is a collective activity. Audree is making an intertextual link on the 
level of genre/speech event (‘business telephone greeting’) with the consequence of 
defining herself as a working person. In so doing she shifts from peer discourse to 
workplace discourse. The work discourse is marked by Audree’s ‘naming’ the company 
with their surnames, and by her business-call phrase “May we help you?” (again using the 
pronoun ‘we’). On line 186, Milena R. puts a phone to Audree’s other ear; this 
juxtaposition of another phone call with the call that has already occurred, has the 
consequence of defining Audree as a busy office worker. 
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The sequence of names that Audree uses for their company (with Dolores’s name 
first, then Audree’s, then Milena R.’s, and Charlene’s last) is contested by Charlene on line 
189. She says “Jackson first”, nodding her head to give force to her utterance. Then 
turning her head to read the sign-in board, on which her name is listed first, she says, 
“Jackson, then Soares, then Mendez” (line 191). Here she is making a connection 
between the order of names on the sign-in and the sequence of names in the company title. 
She may also be drawing a connection to her ‘rule’ (discussed in Section D) that the first 
to sign in is boss. That is, she may be using her first place on the sign-in to justify having 
her name listed first on the company title. Charlene’s statements here underscore her 
concern with the symbolism of rank order. 
Audree protests Charlene’s controlling statement, saying, “I’ll do it my way” (line 
192). When Charlene states flatly “No,” Audree responds, with pitch rising, “Why do we 
have to do everything you want to do?” (line 194). Audree’s change in prosody marks the 
beginning of a lengthy exchange of mutual insults based on an event type characterized by 
insult/counter-insult. They build upon each other’s syntax and wording: Charlene says “I 
don’t think anybody wants to do it your way” (line 195) and Audree responds, “I don’t 
think anybody wants to listen to vour big mouth!” Audree dramatically uses prosodic and 
nonverbal cues as she enunciates each word, opens her eyes wide, and puts expression into 
her face when saying, “It’s wide, it’s rude, it’s selfish” (line 201). On line 202, Charlene 
embeds into the argument a reference to home-life, in which she makes the following 
disparaging remark about the small cousins that Audree plays with: “You’re brainwashed 
from being with those little kids. Those smart little nasty old kids.” Charlene accuses 
Audree of taking on negative attributes associated with younger children, stringing 
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together a series of idiomatic adjectives to dramatize her message. Charlene then carries 
her intertextual reference a step further by bringing in her own mother as a witness to 
Audree’s going “back there” in “that neighborhood” (lines 204-205). Audree reveals her 
anger by the prosodic and gestural conventions of standing up with hands on hips and 
raising her pitch level even higher. She defends her association with her younger cousin 
by stressing her ‘teaching’ role (“You know why she learns? ‘Cause of my help!” lines 
211-212). To add force to her statement, she slaps onto the table the bank envelope 
Dolores has just handed to her. Charlene then insinuates that Audree doesn’t know her 
times tables and therefore “can’t read fast” (lines 214-215). Audree counters by stating 
that Charlene probably just pretends to read fast. Charlene finishes this segment by saying 
“I know what I’m talkin’ about” (line 220). Audree seems subdued, and acquiesces to 
Charlene’s original demand to have her name first on the company logo - as indicated by 
how Audree answers the phone: “Jackson, Soares, Mendez, Rodriguez Company. May I 
help you?” (lines 224-225). When she says “I’m goin’ different ways, OK? Like mix it all 
up?” (lines 226-8), Audree may be trying to ‘save face’ to a small degree by suggesting 
that she’s mixing all the names up. (Although it so happens that Charlene’s name comes 
first.) Audree’s use of the tag question ‘OK?’ and her rising intonation on line 227 also 
suggest that she is conceding to Charlene. 
What seems interesting about the power struggle between Charlene and Audree is 
the contradiction in values and discourses behind the two girls’ arguments. In her fantasy 
play, Charlene has elevated the ‘baby’ to a high-status identity as seen by her moves 
barring others from this position (as described in Sections C and F.l). However, in the 
‘real world’ of children’s everyday peer relations, playing with younger children is, at least 
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to Charlene, socially unacceptable. According to Charlene’s set of norms, it may be 
acceptable for Audree to play with a younger child in the fantasy world of classroom play 
(particularly when the baby is played by Charlene), but not in everyday peer settings. 
Another example of this distinction can be found in Charlene’s words “in the game” (in 
line 141 of Transcript 3) - perhaps a warning to Audree that she was crossing the 
boundary of play by treating Charlene as a younger child in the real world outside the play 
frame. 
Audree abandons the combative tone used in her argument with Charlene (in peer 
discourse) when she shifts back to ‘play speech’. Putting down the phone, she complains, 
“The cable company now!” (line 229). In a parody of adult behavior, she flings her arms 
in the air and exclaims, “Why do these people keep callin’ us?” (line 230). Charlene again 
adopts her baby persona, saying “I’m gonna pee on ‘em all if they call again” (line 231). 
Audree agrees with Charlene (“Why don’t you pee on them,” line 232) and pats her on the 
back - indicating that their play relationship has been restored, and that the ‘game’ can 
continue. Speaking in ‘baby-talk’, Charlene threatens to put her excrement on the cable 
and phone company people. Then she slams the phone down in a gesture which parodies 
an angry adult terminating an unwanted phone call. She adds, “I mean it, even though I’m 
a baby” (line 242), which may be a reference to her statement at the beginning of the play 
episode, that she’s boss of the game even though she is a baby. In her last words on the 
phone, “Bye-bye, suckers” (line 243), Charlene appropriates a phrase from popular 
culture. This phrase — as well as her topic on feces and urine (a kind of developmental 
‘potty talk’ used by young children) — may have been used to impress her peers. Charlene 
does succeed in drawing attention to herself as evidenced by her office-mates’ laughter 
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(line 244). (Her comical attention-seeking behavior here contrasts with the more serious 
forms of attention-getting in her after-school life of dance performances and TV 
commercials.) The image of a baby hurling excrement at bill-collectors is a an interesting 
juxtaposition of family, work, and peer domains. Charlene weaves her own baby-in- 
diapers persona into the group’s ‘storyline’ about the bill-collecting utilities. She recasts 
the image of the baby, whose developmental power lies in withholding her stool, into a 
super-baby fantasy figure who uses her stool as a projectile for revenge (and for 
successfully creating a reaction from her peers). 
Charlene takes her play-acting a step further when she says, “I go to the company, 
right back” (lines 257-258), in which, speaking in baby register, she announces her plan to 
carry out her threat. Audree, meanwhile, has been making her own contribution to the 
storyline of the unfolding drama when she tells Milena R., “They said you have to pay all 
fifteen bills at the same time” (line 259). Milena’s response (“I paid for the pills already”), 
with its confusion of bill/pill, may have been a result of her Spanish dominance. 
Audree’s statement (line 259) is a reference to the call to the phone company, in which she 
constructs intertextuality on the levels of words (the words spoken in the phone call), 
event type (delivering a phone message) and thematic content (the drama about the bill- 
collectors). What is interesting here is how Audree mixes work and family discourses: she 
uses her company’s business-call greeting (work discourse), but then gives Milena R., 
playing the mother, the message about paying fifteen bills (domestic discourse). Audree 
may be role-playing demonstrations of bill-playing observed at home. As in Transcript 
4.D.3, when Audree treated Milena R. as both mother and secretary, in this episode she 
positions Milena R. as both mother and member of the business. 
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Charlene proposes that the other children play the parts of the phone and cable 
company people, when she says, “Act like you all were the people” (lines 261-262). This 
utterance, made in her ‘normal’ voice, is coded on Chart 4 as a controlling statement 
explaining play (Le., a stage direction) in which she bestows status positions on her peers. 
She repeats this play directive, but it seems to go unacknowledged, as Audree works on 
her own telephone performance (lines 263-264), telling off the collectors and slamming 
the phone down. Charlene once again gives her directive (line 265) and then goes back to 
the fantasy play, chanting “I’m the baby on the telephone and I made a doodoo” (line 
266). This phrase builds on her earlier statement, “I go to the company, right back” (line 
257), when she informed her mom and older sister about her plan to go to the phone/cable 
company. As she chants line 266, she appears to be taunting the company personnel. This 
cues the others to “act like you all were the people.” The other children finally recognize 
and acknowledge Charlene’s proposal by taking the parts of the company bill-collectors 
who have excrement thrown at them. At this point the video-camera runs out of tape, so 
the actions cannot be recorded. However, from the audiotape, it is apparent that the other 
children played their assigned parts, as they exclaim “Ewwwwww!” in a tone of disgust 
(line 267). (Audree’s statement “Look what you did to my suit!” on line 268 shows her 
awareness of office-workers’ attire.) Milena R. and Dolores also join in the act — echoing 
Audree, they exclaim “Look what you did to me! (lines 269-270). Charlene escalates her 
threat, saying “I pee! Now eat it and drink it!” (lines 271-272). At this point Marta calls 
an end to tiempo litre and asks all children to go to the carpet. 
Perhaps responding to Marta’s clean-up call, Audree, in her voice as a peer, 
commands “Move! Move!” (line 277). Charlene, though, continues on with her drama by 
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making an explanatory statement, “And now I’m the baby sister” (line 278). Her wording 
“And now” signals her switch back to the family domain, having returned from her venture 
as the boss/baby who has single-handedly exacted revenge on the utility companies. When 
she says “Sistah! Sistah! I doo-dooed and pee-peed!” (lines 279-280), she uses ‘naming’ 
to re-position Audree as a family-member. Charlene thus draws Audree away from her 
brief role as a utility company person in the revenge scene. Charlene now plays the proud 
baby/boss who has just carried out her threat of vengeance. 
The episode ends when Audree goes to the carpet and says in an excited voice that 
the electric, cable, and phone companies keep calling their company - and that “W7e have 
to pay one hundred bills at the same time...the same day!” (lines 288-293). In contrast 
with line 259 (“They said you have to pay all fifteen bills at the same time”), where the 
mother was a victim of the companies, Audree here portrays the children’s company as the 
target of the bill-collectors. She has also increased the number of bills from fifteen to one 
hundred, presumably to create a greater impression among her peers at the carpet area. 
However, one of the children on the carpet asks “Electric company?’ probably since he is 
an outsider to the office players’ set of shared meanings. Charlene’s comment “And the 
light company”, which she says three times (lines 291 & 294) suggests that she perceives 
the light company as being separate from the electric company. This conversation ends 
when Marta comes to the carpet and initiates her morning calendar routines and shared 
reading experience. 
This episode is unusual in the sense that I was called to an unexpected meeting 
after line 55 of Transcript 4.F.2. Although Marta was in the room, the group playing in 
the ‘office* was not closely observed by an adult for most of the play session (as recorded 
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in Transcripts 4.F.2 Sc 3). This may have affected the content of their peer play, as 
reflected in their uninhibited ‘potty talk’ with the frequent references to human excrement. 
What is striking about the data presented in this section is Charlene’s fascination 
with the subject position of the baby. When asked in an interview why she liked to play 
the baby, Charlene stated: 
‘Cause you get all the attention... You get to do all the things you want to do and 
you don’t understand that much things ‘cause when you’re a baby you don’t really 
understand that much things. (Interview 6/20) 
On one level, her appropriation of the ‘baby’ - typically associated with dependence and 
powerlessness - contrasts with her many areas of competence in school and in the 
home/community domain (where she is an accomplished gymnast, dancer, and advertising 
model). On another level, she brings some of her leadership qualities to the way she crafts 
her ‘baby’ as a kind of fantasy figure. As seen in Transcripts 4.F.3 and 4.F.4, Charlene’s 
creation is not an ordinary baby, but instead is a character possessing unusual powers as 
seen in the way she retaliates against the ‘companies’. Her baby feces become a 
formidable weapon in the imagery she creates in her dramatic play. 
Chart 4 indicates the various linguistic and paralinguistic strategies that Charlene 
used to create her boss/baby subject position. She took a vocal and directive role in peer 
interactions, as suggested by the pattern of message units coded on the chart: Charlene 
* 
produced most of the controlling statements (12), compared to 3 made by Audree and 
only 1 made by Dolores; she also made 5 disagreeing utterances, compared to 9 made by 
Audree. 12 of her utterances expressed strong feelings, while Audree made 8 similar 
utterances. Charlene was the only one to make statements holding the floor (4), and the 
only participant to assume or bestow status (1 and 3 message units, respectively). She and 
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Audree both made similar amounts of statements explaining play (11 and 9, respectively), 
and naming (6 and 5), and making proposals to establish intertextual linkages (27 and 23, 
respectively). The series of event types, including phone threats, reprimands, and ‘stage 
directions’, had the consequence of positioning Charlene as the powerful baby and the 
‘boss of the game’. 
4. Explanation 
The texts produced by the children in their peer play, as described and interpreted 
in this section, can be seen as instances of discourse that shaped - and were shaped by - 
power relations on situational, institutional, and societal levels (Fairclough 1989; 1992). 
On the situational level, the texts created in peer conversation and fantasy play contributed 
to the maintenance of social relationships within the classroom ‘office’. Charlene helped 
establish the office as an area dominated by girls. For example, through her baby-like 
speech and mannerisms, and her statements assuming status (e.g., “I’m your daughter”), 
Charlene located play within family discourse, in which most of the subject positions were 
occupied by females. Although the girls did allow boys to join their ‘games’, boys were 
subjected to conditions set up by Charlene or by other powerful girls. This was clearly 
illustrated by Transcript 4.F.1, in which Charlene would not allow Enrique to play baby¬ 
sitter, but did permit him to be ‘first newborn baby’, a lower status compared to her own 
title as ‘the newborn baby’. As suggested by the strategies coded on Chart 3, Charlene 
and Audree maintained a dominant status in relation to the other girls, as seen, for 
example, in the way Charlene influenced Milly as mom and boss in Transcript 4.F.1 (e.g., 
Milly’s deferential statement, “You’re the newborn baby and he was the first newborn 
baby”), and in Audree’s work orders issued to Dolores (Transcript 4.F.3, line 170) and 
189 
Milena R. (lines 88 & 150). Dolores’s question about why Charlene is always boss, line 6, 
and Milly’s formulation in Transcript 4.F.1, might be considered forms of resistance to 
Charlene, but they did not greatly challenge her influence. More serious resistance to 
Charlene came from Audree in the diaper-changing scene (Transcript 4.E.2, in which 
Audree refused to change Charlene’s diaper) and in the argument stemming from the 
company name (Transcript 4.F.3). Their argument showed a high level of intensity, as seen 
in the expression of feeling in their insults. However, unlike their argument in Transcript 
4.D.5 (which resulted in tears and Marta’s intervention), this time the girls were able to 
end their conflict by themselves - Audree shifted back into play discourse and 
compromised by changing the company’s name (line 226). On the situational level of 
classroom social relations, this text thus shows how the girls overcame their previous 
dependence on adults to resolve their conflict. (Marta had stated in an informal interview 
that she felt the girls needed to develop better conflict resolution skills, and that she was 
concerned by their occasional outbursts of hostility). 
As for their orientation toward power relations on institutional and societal levels, 
the children’s peer-play texts showed ambiguity in the ways they drew upon family and 
work discourses. The children constructed traditional gender relations by positioning 
females in the domain of child care (e.g., Charlene’s lecture on why older sisters should 
change diapers, line 111; excluding Enrique from being a baby-sitter in Transcript 4.F. 1). 
But at the same time, the girls resisted being confined to the child-care function, as seen by 
the way Audree combined her identities as older sister and office-worker. In her usual 
pattern, while doing ‘office-work’ Audree made resistant utterances against doing child¬ 
care work (e.g., “Not right now, baby sister, I have to call somebody”, line 92; “I have to 
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change a stinky little baby sistah?’, line 108; ‘Tell baby sister to stop botherin’ me...while 
I’m workin’!”, lines 127-130). 
However, the children’s peer-play texts also challenged traditional relations within 
the institution of the family, as suggested by the creative ways that Charlene defined 
herself as a baby in her fantasy play. By combining her identities as ‘boss’ and ‘baby’, 
Charlene transformed a typically powerless and dependent subject position (the ‘newborn 
baby’) into one with agency and power. Charlene developed her ‘boss/baby’ character by 
means of the strategies and functions described earlier (and as coded on the charts). In the 
domestic scenes that she dramatized, she altered conventional power relations between an 
infant and her care-giving parent-figure. She directed her own care-providing, as in the 
following two examples: 1) her request for lunch (beckoning with forefinger and saying, 
“Get me some wunch, please”, lines 25-26); 2) her demands for a diaper change (e.g., 
pointing and saying, “I the boss! You change me!” lines 105-107). Charlene also adopted 
the identity of a sort of ‘super baby’ when she acted out the sequence against the electric, 
cable, and phone companies. Responding to Audree’s complaints of harassing calls from 
the phone company, Charlene made several phone threats and then went in person to 
single-handedly assault the company people. In one sense, Charlene may have been using 
‘potty talk’ to cause a reaction and get attention from her peers; in another sense, she may 
have been fancifully embellishing upon demonstrations of real anger against bill-collectors 
in her own home and community. Yet despite her distasteful and puerile means, 
Charlene’s ‘super baby’ was trying to achieve a certain justice — she was defending her 
family/company from being grossly and wrongfully billed (as Audree said on line 292, “We 
have to pay one hundred bills at the same time!”). For all its caricature, Charlene’s fantasy 
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texts reproduced, on family and societal levels, existing gender relations by defining child 
care as a female activity. Her texts transformed traditional gender — and adult-child — 
relations on these levels by its imagery of agency and power, as exercised by a female 
child. 
G. Constructing Gender 
The children in the study constructed gender and other social categories in their 
everyday social relations during the daily sessions of peer play. Since gender relations 
were an integral part of their peer interactions and fantasy play, it becomes problematic to 
analyze gender as a separate category. As seen in the previous sections of this chapter, 
gender as a social construct infused all aspects of office play, whether in the workplace or 
home domains. In this section I focus on patterns of gender relations that were not 
presented elsewhere. For purposes of discussion, I organize my findings within differing 
areas: 1) how gender relations were constructed within girl/boy interactions in the ‘office’; 
and 2) how gender was constructed in fantasy-play dramas pertaining to the themes of 
females-as-victims and romantic love. I will begin with a discussion of these two areas, 
which were identified as a result of a thematic analysis of fieldnote and audio/videotaped 
data; then I will end this section with a microethnographic analysis of a transcript taken 
from an illustrative episode of peer play, incorporating analyses based on description, 
interpretation, and explanation. 
1. Constructing Gender in Peer Interactions: Girls Relating to Bovs in the Office 
A group of seven or eight girls in Marta’s classroom were regular players in the 
‘office’ area of the classroom. As indicated by Figure 4.1, within this group, Audree and 
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GIRLS BOYS 
SESSION Audree Charlene Milena R Milly Idalia Ana Dolores Claritza Eduardo Roberto Douglas Enrique Aaron 
1-Feb X X X X 
2-Feb X X X X X X X X 
5-Feb X X X X X X X X 
6-Feb X X X X X X X X 
7-Feb X X X X X X 
15-Feb X X X X X X 
16-Feb(a) X X X X X X 
16-Feb(b) X X X X X X X 
26-Feb X X X X X 
27-Feb X X X X X X 
28-Feb(a) X X X X X X X X X 
28-Feb(b) X X X X X X 
7-Mar(a) X X X X X 
7-Mar(b) X X X X X X X 
11-Mar X X X X X X 
12-Mar X X X X X X 
13-Mar X X X X X 
21-Mar X X X X X 
22-Mar X X X X X X 
25-Mar X X X X X 
26-Mar(a) X X X X 
26-Mar(b) X X X X X 
27-Mar X X X X X X 
4-Apr X X X 
25-Apr X X X X X 
26-Apr X X X X X X 
29-Apr X X X X 
30-Apr X X X X 
1-May X X X X X X 
10-May X X X X X X 
13-May X X X X X 
15-May X X X X X X 
23-May X X X 
24-May X X 
28-May X X X X 
29-May(a) X X X X X X 
29-May(b) X X X X X X X X 
6-Jun X X X 
7-Jun X X X 
10-Jun X X X 
11-Jun(a) X X X 
11-Jun(b) X X X 
12-Jun(a) X X X X X 
12-Jun(b) X X X X X X 
Total 41 35 26 23 23 20 12 3 19 12 10 5 4 
Figure 4.3 Attendance in the "Oficina" 
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Charlene played almost daily; Milly, Ana, Idalia, and Milena R. played very frequently, and 
Dolores and Claritza played only occasionally. A smaller group of boys also played in the 
office, although less consistently. Eduardo, Roberto, and Douglas played most often of 
the boys, although occasionally Enrique and Aaron spent time in the office area. Whenever 
any of the boys played in the office, they tended to be dominated by Audree, Charlene, and 
Idalia (who also dominated the other girls). Audree and Charlene were most frequently 
considered the ‘bosses’ and they often influenced the nature of the boys’ participation in 
the girls’ ‘games’. Boys were usually assigned ‘jobs’ as typists or office workers, but 
sometimes they were allowed to play babies, brothers, or neighbors, and only once in the 
data as husbands. Sometimes boys (mostly Douglas and Eduardo) would play such games 
as cops and robbers in the office area, independently of the girls. At other times the boys 
joined the girls in their workplace and family themes (or ‘games’ as the children referred 
to them). I now present key portions of fieldnote and transcript data in order to illustrate 
some of the ways in which the children constructed gender in their social play, 
a. Boys as Cops and Robbers 
During tiempo libre most of the boys in Marta’s classroom usually chose to play board 
games on the carpet in groups - sometimes in all-boy groups, sometimes in groups of girls 
and boys playing together. Some of the boys, especially Douglas and Roberto, spent 
much of their time building with plastic ‘flexi-blocks’ at a special table that Marta had set 
up for plastic-block construction. These two boys often made vehicles and weapons with 
blocks, which they sometimes took to the long table in the office area. When Douglas, 
Roberto, and Eduardo chose to play in the office, they at times pretended to be police and 
criminals, surreptitiously weaving these identities into their ‘office work’. Much of their 
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fantasy play consisted of stealing play money from each other and from the girls. The 
following fieldnote excerpt shows how Douglas inserted his own fantasy play into the 
ongoing office play. On this particular day Charlene was pretending to be boss of the 
‘National Bank*. Douglas signed in and said quietly, “I’m a criminal and no one knows 
this.” 
Example 4.G.1 (F.N. 2/16) 
He picks up a phone. Charlene goes to the comer table. She tells Douglas, 
“You called this bank once.” Douglas explains to me, “I’m a robber. I’m gonna 
steal all this. I put a bomb in the phone.” He starts filling out a subway revenue 
data form.(...) Douglas gives the form he’s filled out to Charlene. Then he takes 
the cash box. Roberto protests, “You can’t steal all the money!” Roberto gives 
the box to Charlene to take care of. Douglas tells him he gave a note to Charlene 
to find out where the money was. Charlene, with the cash box in hand, proclaims, 
“I won the jackpot!” Douglas then leaves the office area, chanting over and over, 
“I closed your business.” 
In this episode, Douglas constructs his own drama in which he steals the office cash 
box and leaves a note (consisting of a subway fere form with boxes filled with squiggle 
lines) asking Charlene where the cash went. Although he chants that he has closed the 
business, his fantasy play is solitary in nature and does not really interfere with the ongoing 
play of the group. On this particular day, Roberto seems to identify with Charlene’s 
company as shown by his protesting remarks and action returning the cash box. However, 
rather than thanking Roberto, Charlene cries out that she has won the jackpot - 
suggesting that she was not really invested in Douglas’s dramatic play. 
Eduardo and Douglas often played their own games of stealing money from each other 
and from the girls. They would stash play money into recycled wallets or they would rifle 
the girls’ play purses looking for money. In their fantasy play the two boys would blend 
the functions of the police and criminal, as illustrated by Eduardo’s comment to Douglas, 
“How would you like to be a cop with me so you can steal?” (F.N. 5/10) Douglas also 
told me that he stole from Eduardo when Eduardo played being a boy who helped him as 
cop. The girls sometimes complained about the boys. One day, for example, Idalia 
informed me that Douglas was stealing money, saying “I hate games when people steal”; 
Charlene, reacting against Eduardo’s behavior, told Audree, “Mama, he stole my money” 
and then pinched him in the nose (F.N. 5/10). In another session, the girls incorporated 
the boys’ stealing into their own ‘games’, in which Charlene explained that Douglas and 
Javier were “robbing for us” (F.N. 5/29). 
On a few occasions the girls (particularly Charlene, Idalia, and Ana) played being 
police, although Ana preferred being the person in the police station who answered 
phones. In one session (2/7), Charlene assumed the subject position of robber, in which 
she stole money from Audree who was playing office (her business that day being called 
‘Discovery Zone Company’) with Milly as her baby. Although Eduardo that day was 
playing policeman, with the toy walkie-talkie in his hand, he did nothing to interfere with 
Charlene’s robberies. During this session of free play, Charlene constructed the following 
hold-up scene. 
Example 4.G.2 (F.N. 2/7) 
Audree wraps her arms around Milly saying “She’s my baby.” Charlene walks 
up to Audree, then wraps her arms around Audree’s neck so that her hand covers 
Audree’s mouth. She’s acting out a hold-up, forcing Audree to open up a pretend 
door with the small key (that was found in the pink purse).. ..’’Open the door! 
Open the door!” Milly watches and jumps up and down. Charlene lets go of 
Audree and Milly wraps her arms around Audree saying “Mama!” (...) Audree 
bends her head down looking into her pink billfold. Audree says, “I didn’t do it 
right.” Charlene says (x2), “Milly, Milly, we’re gonna do that scene over.” (...) 
Charlene puts her arm around Audree’s neck, covering her mouth and forcing her 
to walk. Milly approaches and says something. (I think she says, “My toy!”) 
Charlene says, “No, not yet, Milly.” Eduardo stands by talking into the walkie 
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talkie [kind of an ineffective cop, I muse]. Milly gives Audree a hug. “My new 
toy!” Ema announces, “Tres minutos mds.” Eduardo repeats the hold-up scene 
with Milly. Milly says to Eduardo, “You have to cover my mouth.” Eduardo 
covers her mouth and forces her to walk. 
Charlene gives close attention to detail in this dramatic scene (most likely inspired by 
television), in which she vividly acts out a subject position and genre typically associated 
with males. It also shows her charismatic effect on her peers, when as ‘play director’ she 
gets the others to repeat the scene three times, with Audree as her victim The scene also 
shows how Audree helped in its construction, as suggested by her comment “I didn’t do it 
right.” Charlene’s vivid performance seemed to have an effect on Eduardo, who tried to 
recreate the scene with Milly (but not without her prompting “You have to cover my 
mouth”). Although he had been assuming the status of a policeman during this session of 
free play, Eduardo was excluded from the girls’ dramatic ‘script’. The hold-up scene was 
also unusual in the relatively passive position taken by Audree as female victim - in 
contrast to her usual, active stance in the workplace ‘games’, 
b. Girls in Charge 
In daily office play, the title of ‘boss’ was usually assumed by a girl. The few times 
that a boy was boss occurred as a result of the approval given by the girls, particularly 
Charlene or Audree. When Audree or Charlene decided to play being the boss, their 
status was not seriously challenged or questioned by the others. Sometimes, as described 
in section D, when everyone was the ‘boss of their own thing’, boys got to be a boss along 
with the girls. Never in the data was there a play session in which a boy was the sole boss 
of the office. When a boy tried to assume power as a boss, Audree and Charlene 
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manipulated language in such a way as to position him out of this status, as illustrated in 
the following example taken from a transcript. 
Transcript 4.G.1 (2/7) 
1 BF: Who’s in charge of this business? 
2 Charlene: Us three, [referring to Milly and Audree] 
3 Eduardo: I never get to be. 
4 Audree: You’ll be it tomorrow if you go in here. 
5 If you come here - 
6 Eduardo: [interrupting] Everybody comes here. 
7 It gonna be full. 
8 Audree: Oh, you hate it. 
9 You always - 
10 Charlene: [interrupting] Good for you. 
11 If you hate it, you can just quit. 
In this example Audree attempts to placate Eduardo by promising to let him be boss the 
following day (line 4). When Eduardo interrupts Audree, saying the office will be full, 
Audree makes the interpretive comment, “Oh, you hate it” (line 8). Then Audree is 
interrupted by Charlene who builds on the word ‘hate’ by saying, “If you hate it, you can 
just quit.” Charlene uses the strategy of‘formulation’ (Fairclough, 1992), in which she 
imposes her own interpretation of the preceding conversation as a way to control 
Eduardo. 
In another session of free play, Idalia and Milena R. were the first to arrive at the 
office area. When Roberto joined them and announced “I’m the boss,” Idalia retorted 
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“No, I am. I was the first one here” (F.N. 2/15). The following day Roberto was the first 
to arrive at the office. He exclaimed, “I’m the first one here!” and then told the others that 
he was boss. This provoked a discussion about bosses among the girls, in which Idalia 
said, “It doesn’t matter. Nobody’s the boss.” By changing the norms for being boss that 
day, she rejected Roberto’s claim (even though he was basing his claim on Idalia’s own 
argument of the previous day). Later in the session, however, perhaps acknowledging the 
‘first signed in is boss’ rule, Charlene told Roberto that both he and Charlene were bosses 
(F.N. 2/16). 
c. Boys as Subordinate in the Workplace 
When boys wanted to play in the office ‘games’ set up by the girls, they were 
assigned subordinate positions within the office, as the following dialogue illustrates. 
Transcript 4.G.2 (2/2). 
1 Audree: [to Douglas] OK, your job is to type the people’s applications. 
2 Eduardo: How about me? 
3 Audree: You’re the assistant. 
4 You give out the people their checks. 
Like the examples of Section E, Audree in this instance uses a managerial register (“your 
job is to type”) and specialized wording (“applications’, “assistant”, “checks”) found in 
workplace discourse. Although Charlene did not use business terms to the same degree as 
Audree, she exercised control over the boys by her use of directives. In the following 
example, Charlene explains to Eduardo how to do his job of stamping business envelopes. 
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Transcript 4.G.3 (2/15). 
1 Charlene: You can’t use the stamps ‘cause I’m usin’ them. 
2 But don’t stamp ‘em on these. 
3 Stamp‘emon... 
4 which one is that, Eduardo? 
5 Put the ‘E ‘ right there on all the other ones I did. 
6 OK, put some more stamps on it. 
7 Here you go. 
8 The ones that I did. I’ll pass ‘em on to you. 
Despite Charlene’s attention to ‘micro-managed’ details of the office-work, Eduardo 
willingly carried out the ‘job’ that Charlene gave to him. While the boys were usually 
willing to do tasks assigned to them by the girls, they sometimes complained in a play¬ 
acting tone of voice. For example, in one session, while ‘working’ at the typewriter 
Douglas said, “They gave me the worst job in the world - typing” (F.N. 3/11). 
Boys differed from girls in how they gained access to the office. Girls would just 
start doing paperwork in the office area, irrespective of whether their activities were 
incorporated in the ‘games’ set up by Audree or Charlene. In contrast, when the boys 
wanted to be part of the girls’ businesses, they would sometimes use writing practices as a 
way to gain access. This was seen in Transcript 4.E.2 when Roberto delivered Douglas’s 
‘job application’ to Audree (who then tore it up). On another occasion, Douglas made a 
sign saying “I want a job” which he brought to the office (F.N. 3/11). Once when Aaron 
wanted to play in the office, he wrote a letter of application, explaining “I’m writing a 
letter. We’re pretending I’m new and I want to be in the store” (F.N. 2/16). 
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d. Boys as Babies: Boys as Subordinate in the Family 
In the social hierarchy established by the girls, the ‘baby’ was elevated to a 
position of high status, which was usually occupied by Charlene. Although Milly often 
played baby, Charlene was the only player who consistently combined this position with 
boss (as discussed in section F.) If a boy wanted to take on this role, he had to negotiate 
with the girls, particularly Charlene and Audree. Sometimes boys wishing to play baby 
were flatly denied access, as shown by the following excerpt taken from fieldnotes. 
Example 4.G.2 (3/25) 
Eduardo is at the typewriter saying, “I’m a baby! I’m a baby!” Charlene says , 
“No, you’re not...You’re gonna be a homeless baby. Nobody’s gonna give you 
anything.” A few seconds later she whacks him gently on the head several times with a 
small stack of Propuesta sheets. 
In fantasy play involving the family domain, it was important that the baby be connected to 
a mother, aunt, or other female caretaker. By telling Eduardo he will be homeless, 
Charlene may have attempted to place him in a category of lower status than the other 
members of the office group. Later in the same session of free play, Charlene modified her 
stance as suggested by the following excerpt. 
Transcript 4.G.4 (3/25). 
1 Eduardo: I’m your cousin. 
2 I’m your cousin baby. 
3 Please? 
Charlene: Nope. 
Eduardo: OK. 
Charlene: You’re gonna be my, ah, neighbor. 
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7 Eduardo: Your baby neighbor. 
8 Charlene: Neighbor.. .one day we snuck out to go get some ice cream. 
In this sample, Eduardo tries to gain access to the status of baby by assuming the identity 
of a “cousin baby.” He stresses the word “please” to win Charlene’s approval Although 
she refuses to grant his request, she makes a concession on line 6 by letting him be her 
“neighbor”. When Eduardo persists by saying “Your baby neighbor”, Charlene again 
states “Neighbor”. She then includes Eduardo in her fantasy play about sneaking out for 
ice cream, while at the same time excluding him from membership within her immediate 
‘family’. Elsewhere in the data, Charlene allowed him to assume a close family 
relationship when she made him her son (F.N. 6/12), and another time her older brother 
(F.N. 5/10). She never let him or any other boy share her status as baby, as she did once 
with Milly and Audree (F.N. 5/29). When someone else let a boy play being a baby, 
Charlene would object - as she did when Milly, who was officially ‘in charge’ of the office 
one day, made Enrique the ‘newborn baby’. This is shown in the following sample. 
(Transcript 4.G.5 (4/26) 
1 Milly: Charlene, can he be the baby-sitter? 
2 Charlene: Who? 
3 Milly: Enrique. 
4 Charlene: No. 
5 Milly: [to Enrique] Well you’re the newborn baby. 
6 Charlene: Noooo! 
7 I want to be the newborn baby! 
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8 Milly: No, you’re the newborn baby and he was the first newborn baby. 
9 Charlene: Okie, wokie, wokie. 
10 Milly: Enrique! Enrique! You’re the first newborn baby. 
This is another example of Charlene’s influence on gender relations in the office area, 
particularly on allowable subject positions for boys. Even though Milly that day had 
assumed the title of‘boss’, she still consulted Charlene on making Enrique the baby-sitter. 
When Charlene disagreed, Milly then assigned him the status of ‘newborn baby’. When 
Charlene again objected, Milly made up a new category: the ‘first newborn baby.’ Milly 
thus creatively accommodated Charlene’s need to be in control of the newborn-baby 
position (or ‘Baby zero’ as discussed in Section C). With her skillful formulation she was 
able to accomplish her original goal of assigning Enrique the role of baby. In a session 
one month later, in which Charlene played the mother, she was more willing to have boys 
take on baby subject positions. In that session, Aaron and Eduardo played, respectively, 
the ‘first’ and ‘second newborn baby’, and Milly the ‘third’ (F.N. 5/29). 
2. Constructing Gender Within the Texts of Fantasy Plav: Victims and Boyfriends 
Toward June, at the end of the school year, the girls who regularly played in the 
office constructed two new themes which they integrated into their fantasy play. These 
newer themes were characterized by ‘girls as victims’, and girls involved in problematic 
romantic relationships. The following topical and thematic analysis is based on data 
coming from two prolonged sessions of free play, one at the end of May and the other in 
mid-June. On both days Ema, the assistant, was acting as substitute teacher for Marta 
who was attending meetings outside the classroom. I will present a summary of key 
203 
segments of the first of these sessions, using both fieldnotes and transcripts (5/29) as data 
sources. 
a. Females as Victims 
As shown in the transcripts of Sections E and F, the girls invested the subject 
position of ‘baby’ with high social status, and with powers and abilities associated with 
older children or adults. Charlene, for example, combined this position with that of ‘boss’ 
to maintain a strong influence upon group fantasy play. When playing family, the girls 
usually positioned the baby in a loving relationship with the mother - as illustrated by 
Audree’s attempts to attend to baby’s needs when trying at the same time to perform 
office work. Even in situations in which the baby controlled the mother (e.g., when 
Milena R. acted as the mother in Transcript 4.F.3), the baby’s relationship with the mother 
was benevolent. 
This usual pattern, in which the baby had a strong pro-active relationship with her 
benevolent mother, was disrupted in one episode when Charlene and Audree played twin 
baby sisters and Ana played the ‘mean mom’. To summarize from the data (Fieldnote and 
Transcript, 5/29): 
1) Charlene and Audree go under the comer table where Ana sends them for ‘nap-time’. 
Charlene says to Ana, “We got stolen, and you all didn’t even know it.” Then she and 
Audree crawl out from under the table and go to the center of the room. Ana calls sternly, 
“You stay there where you are, or I’ll eat you at supper!” Charlene says, “We were 
invisible right now...We’re lost!” 
2) Back under the comer table, the girls act out a bad dream in which Ana, the mom, 
turns into a monster who growls and makes clawing gestures toward Audree and 
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Charlene, the crying babies. Charlene says, “And then we were still in the dungeon but we 
found a way to get out.” 
In these two episodes of fantasy play, Charlene and Audree are the victims of a 
stem mother who, in the first instance, neglects them by being unable to prevent their 
getting stolen and lost; and in the second, turns into a monster who threatens to devour 
the crying girls. Ana’s image of devouring children and the phrase “I’ll eat you at 
supper!” are possibly inspired by classroom fairy tale books frequently chosen by the 
children during daily silent reading periods, or by animated versions of fairy tales seen on 
video at home. It is unclear if Charlene’s turning invisible in the first episode is a means of 
escape from their captors, or is a device to act out being not physically there. However, in 
the second episode, she does clearly find a means of escape from her predicament in the 
dungeon. In these scenes, then, the image of the mother is of a malevolent creature who 
devours children. Although the girls, acting here as babies and potential victims, are not in 
control in the same way that Charlene was a boss/baby, neither are they completely 
helpless in these scenes. They do make attempts to resist and find a solution to their 
predicament. 
In the two following episodes of fantasy play, the girls portray themselves as 
victims when taking subject positions as adults. 
1) The first was described above, when Audree played the victim of a robbery in which 
Charlene covered her mouth and forced her to unlock a door (F.N. 2/7). 
2) The second example is taken from the same play session as the two examples above 
(5/29). Charlene and Audree are sitting at the long table acting out a scene at a cafe, in 
which they role-play being girlfriend and boyfriend TV stars. Milly, who plays being both a 
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baby and a waitress, serves them coffee, chicken and potatoes. Charlene says to Audree, 
“And then we kept starin’ at each other.” Suddenly, Charlene says, “What do you wanna 
play? House? No, let’s play robber. I bet somebody’s going to rob us, OK? Act like we 
was just like we’re regular people, OK. And then one day, not a monster, a thief came to 
our house and took all our money and we turned into poor people. But then one day my 
father came back (...) and he was really rich, so... Act like you’re the mother, OK.(...) 
and I’m the baby.” She takes the ABC stamps out of the box and begins stamping with 
them (F.N. 5/29). 
In the hold-up drama, Charlene’s major intent seemed to be role-playing a robber 
in a crime scene probably taken from commercial TV. Given that this hold-up drama 
occurred only once in the data, Charlene’s goal may have been to briefly act out a male- 
associated subject position, using Audree just as a prop. That is, it is unclear whether 
Charlene intended her victim to be specifically a female. The hold-up drama is unusual in 
that Audree - the ‘working mother’ always in control - allowed herself to be placed in a 
situation in which she had no control of surrounding events. In the second episode 
summarized above, Charlene transforms their fantasy identities from adult TV-star lovers 
in a cafe, to ‘regular people’ being robbed, to their usual play relationship as mother and 
daughter. This episode is also a-typical in that the father is portrayed as rescuer of the 
two females, and the baby and mother are cast in positions of relative weakness and loss 
of control 
b. Females in Romantic Love Relationships 
In the entire corpus of data, there was only one free-play session (the extended 
session of 5/29) in which the girls introduced the topic of romantic love by using TV 
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characters. On this day, Audree and Charlene transformed themselves from their usual 
subject positions as babies and mothers to teenagers in love. The following examples are 
segments, presented chronologically, of the same free-play session of 5/29, as summarized 
from fieldnote and transcript data. 
1) At the comer table Charlene and Audree are both playing babies who draw pictures, 
saying “And we had boyfriends.” Charlene tells Audree her boyfriend is Stefan [Steve 
Erckle from the TV program Family Matters], and she tells Audree to write a note saying 
“Dear Stefan, I love you so much I feel like I’m gonna feint when I see you on TV. Your 
darling lover, Laura..” Audree asks, “Is there another cute guy besides Stefen?” Charlene 
suggests Martin Lawrence or Will Smith [TV personalities]. Audree writes a short note to 
Martin Lawrence: “Martin Love your Presh-us-Love-Gina”. 
2) Both girls seal their notes in business envelopes. Audree holds her envelope over her 
heart and sighs “Ahhhh.” Then she gets up from the long table, goes to the center of 
the room, and faints on the floor with letter in hand. Next Charlene goes to the center of 
the room and puts the back of her hand on her forehead. Then sighing loudly, she also 
drops to the floor with letter in hand. 
3) Charlene dictates another note, this time from Stefen, saying “I’m sorry Lora” - 
Charlene explains Stefen wrote this because he went out with another girl Charlene and 
Audree role-play Laura and Stefan, respectively. Charlene writes another note saying “I 
hate you Stefen” and explains, “I gave this because I felt mad.” [see Appendix B, Figure 
B.7] 
4) Charlene says “I’m Laura. I’m thirty-six.” Eduardo, Aaron, and Milly say they want 
to be babies. Calling them her children, Charlene labels them respectively, the first. 
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second, and third ‘newborn babies’, and says, “I take you to my job with me ‘cause there’s 
a daycare center there.” 
5) Charlene tells Eduardo, “I put poison ivy in your face.” She explains she does this to 
her son “’cause he’s beating up the small baby and he’s not supposed to.” Milly and 
Charlene put red marker ink on Milly’s fingertip, and Eduardo pretends to staple Milly’s 
finger with the stapler. 
In the first segment, Charlene and Audree define themselves as teenagers with 
boyfriends who are TV personalities. Charlene pretends she is the TV character Laura 
who is enamored of Stefan [the suave, transformed alter-ego of Steve Erckle]. Literacy 
practices associated with dictating, writing, sending, and reading love notes take an 
important role in this episode, in which both girls represent themselves as adoring lovers 
(“your darling lover” and “your presh-us-love”). Charlene introduces the theme of feinting 
at the sight of her love object, which she and Audree act out in the next segment. 
Clutching their love notes, sighing, and swooning to the floor, they dramatically portray a 
stereotypical image of females rendered helpless by the sight of their lover. Charlene then 
introduces the theme of male unfaithfulness through the literacy practices of producing 
apology and hate notes. Although they again identify themselves as victims of male 
infidelity, in this scene they respond more actively by expressing anger through writing. 
Next, Charlene makes an abrupt transformation, in which she becomes Laura at age thirty- 
six - and the mother of three children whom she takes to work. By the unusual method of 
poison ivy, Charlene disciplines her male child for aggressive behavior toward his younger 
female sibling. The three children work together to create this scene, in which Milly and 
Charlene apply the red marker to simulate blood, and Eduardo pretends to staple Milly’s 
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finger. As in the cafe scene described above, Charlene switches abruptly from a romantic 
love discourse to family/work discourse. With this shift in discourses comes a shift in how 
the girls construct gender relations. In this last segment, Charlene positions herself as a 
forceful mother who herself uses aggressive behavior to counteract the aggressiveness of 
her male son. By extricating herself from a traditional heterosexual love discourse and 
inserting herself within a family discourse as a working mother, she changes somewhat her 
relative power and social standing. The term ‘relative’ here is key, since she was neither 
completely helpless and powerless in her fantasy relationship with the TV star boyfriend, 
nor completely powerful as a stem mother. In her fantasy-play images, she located herself 
as a female within familiar discourses of domesticity and traditional romance. The 
ambiguity can be seen in the ways she both accepts and resists expected positionings 
within these discourses. 
To further illustrate the complex ways in which Charlene and Audree both 
construct and resist gendered subject positions, I focus on a transcript of a play episode in 
which they combine the themes of work and romantic love. First, however, I will 
summarize the interactions leading up to the transcribed portion of the episode. 
Background to Transcript 4.G.6 
Audree and Charlene are sitting side by side at the long table. Audree says they 
are both bosses, but Charlene says she is “boss of the game.” When Audree claims to be 
“the boss of telephone calls and the checks,” Charlene then calls herself “boss of the 
babies.” Throughout much of the conversation recorded in the transcript, Audree does 
her office ‘work’ - in which she puts wavy writing in the ‘check’-like pages of two 
‘payments received’ booklets, tears the pages out of the booklets, and inserts them into 
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bank envelopes for the typist. Arranged before her on the table are a play cash register, a 
telephone, and a pile of bank ATM envelopes. Charlene also has a phone, which she has 
placed next to Audree’s, as well as the set of ABC stamps. Audree picks up her phone, 
and then Charlene’s phone, so that she has a phone on each ear. She says “Telephone call 
for Baby!” and hands one of the phones to Charlene. When Charlene hangs up, Audree 
asks her who it was. Charlene whispers something into her ear. 
Transcript 4.G.6 (5/1) 
1 Audree: [filling out a ‘check’] Did he ask you for a date? 
2 Charlene: [nods head rapidly up and down several times, grinning widely] 
3 I gotta get all ready. 
4 I gotta get all my make-up on. 
5 Audree: [hands Charlene several stubs she has tom from ‘payments 
received’ booklet] 
6 You can write on all three of these. 
7 Charlene: I gotta get aU my make-up on. 
8 Audree: Oh, 
9- and here, [hands her a pencil] 
10 Here's vour pencil vour favorite one... 
11 [handing Charlene more stubs] I give all the blue squares to you. 
12 OK. 
13 Charlene: Done! [finishes writing on ‘check’ stubs, slides them toward 
14 Audree, then picks up a phone] 
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15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
Audree: 
Charlene: 
Audree: 
Charlene: 
Audree: 
Charlene: 
Audree: 
Charlene: 
Audree: 
Hold onnn! 
Phone! 
[picking up phone] Phone call for me. 
[officiously] Jackson, Soares, Mendez and Rodriguez Company, 
can I help you?... 
Call for Baby! 
I have a call on the other line. 
Jackson, Soares, Mendez and Rodriguez Company, 
may I help you? 
[hangs up phone and makes pumping motion with fists] Yes! 
[With eyes wide, and big smile, she says something softly to 
Charlene] 
Yeah, but I already got a date. 
Now who's gonna watch me? 
Nobody, because everybody works all day. 
I’ll get your aunt. 
No, because everybody in the whole family works all day and they 
go to school all day. 
I'll, I’ll check in all the phone books. 
[takes a tradebook from the guided reading book rack, flips through 
it, talking to herself adult-like] Let's see. 
Baby-sitters. Baby-sitters. Baby-sitters. 
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34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
This is Sleep, Bedtime stories... 
OK, let's see. 
Charlene: 
Audree: 
Charlene: 
Audree: 
[props book behind phone and pushes touchtone phone buttons] 
Four-nine-eight-zero-seven-zero-five. 
Hello, Baby-sitter? 
Baby-sitter Club, [referring to the popular fiction series, which 
many of the children in Marta’s classroom have been reading] 
Hello, Baby-sitters' Club? 
Can you watch my daughter? 
Yeah, cause you see I have a date tonight, 
and I need somebody to watch her. 
You can make it? 
That's fine. 
She'll be in a dress and everything by that time. 
OK? 
Bye. [hangs up] 
[in high pitched motherese] Guess what? 
[patting Charlene’s back ] The Baby-sitters' Club is coming! 
[makes gleeful squeals; flaps hands in air] I always wanted to meet 
them! 
[high motherese voice] Go take your shower and get in your 
dress... 
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53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
Charlene: [pantomimes bathing and dressing] 
Audree: Ohhh, 
you look pretty! 
[standing and pretending to arrange Charlene’s hair] Let me just 
fix your hair. 
Charlene: And put make-up on. 
Audree: [pantomimes putting lipstick on Charlene, then blush and mascara] 
Blush... 
Eyelash... 
[pretends to put on earrings and ring] 
Charlene: Bwacelet! 
[Audree taps Charlene lightly on the head and pretends to put a bracelet on her] 
Charlene: [knocking on the table with her knuckles] And they ding dong. 
Audree: Oh, I'll get that! 
Hello! 
Charlene: No, 
ding dong at the door! 
Audree: [normal voice] I know, 
but this is how to get them in. 
[high pitch, sugary tone] Hello! 
Oh yeah? 
Great! 
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75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 
83 
84 
85 
86 
87 
88 
89 
90 
91 
92 
93 
94 
95 
Come on in! 
Charlene: 
Audree: 
Charlene: 
Audree: 
Charlene: 
Audree: 
Come in! 
Who is it? 
[normal voice] And I open the door. 
And I open the door. 
Helloooo! 
The Baby-sitters' Club? 
Yup. 
At the outside door? 
OK! 
Already got the key. 
Already came in. 
[in high voice] The Baby-sitters' Club is coming upstairs! 
Just smile pretty. 
You're so cute! 
Now Mommy has to get — 
[interrupting] already knows the Baby-sitter Club. 
[sweet, high pitch tone] Hello! 
You're a cute little girl! 
We have to fix the checks for your mommy while she's out. 
[pulls lever of cash register, and places a check in front of phone] 
We'll be busy and if you need anything. 
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96 
97 
98 
99 
100 
101 
102 
103 
104 
105 
106 
107 
108 
109 
110 
111 
112 
113 
114 
115 
116 
just, just go, just go like this... [snaps open and shut the inkpad 
box]. 
and go... [taps a marker against the inkpad lid]. 
OK? 
[Charlene makes baby faces and arranges ABC stampers on table; 
while Audree writes on the carbon order pad and picks up the phone.] 
Audree: Jackson, Soares, Mendez and Rodriguez Company, 
may we help you? 
Charlene: [baby squeals] 
Audree: Mendez? 
I’m sorry. 
Can you call her tomorrow? 
She’s at the workshop. 
OK. [hangs up] 
Milena R: Who's the boss in here? 
What’re you playing? 
Charlene: Nothin’. 
Mel R?: You're just playing oficina. 
Audree: We’re playing office, yup. 
Jackson, Soares, Mendez and Rodriguez Company. 
I’m sorry, 
hold on a second. 
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118 
119 
120 
121 
122 
123 
124 
125 
126 
127 
128 
129 
130 
131 
132 
133 
134 
135 
136 
137 
Idalia: 
[muttering as she puts a phone to her other ear] Oh, god. 
Jackson, Soares, Mendez and Rodriguez Company. 
Of course you can't come. 
[hastily] No, I’m not talkin’ to you. 
I'm sorry. 
[cradling both phones on her shoulders] Ahhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhh! 
These phone calls! [slams phones down] 
I can’t take it any more! 
Ahhhh! 
I was talkin’ to one person, [picks up phone] 
I'm like, ‘No, you can't come! 
Hold on!’ 
And then I'm like, ‘I'm not talkin to you.’ 
I'm like, ‘No, no!’ 
I scream! [hangs up] 
‘These phone calls are killing me!’ 
[normal voice] I wonder where Marta is. 
[calling from desk area] You’re too loud, Audree. 
[Charlene stamps with the ABC stampers on an oaktag page. 
Audree whispers into Charlene’s ear. 
Then Charlene taps the inkpad box with a letter stamper and makes 
a squealing sound.] 
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139 
140 
141 
142 
143 
144 
145 
146 
147 
148 
149 
150 
151 
152 
153 
154 
155 
156 
157 
158 
Audree: 
Audree: 
Charlene: 
Audree: 
Dolores: 
Audree: 
Charlene: 
[high pitched] I’m, I'm sorry, sweetheart. 
I'm working. 
[to BF] I’m her mother and I'm the baby-sitter, too. 
[picking up phone] Hello. 
[eyes opening wide, with concerned expression] No, oh my gosh! 
No. 
And then somebody called me. 
[hushed tone] Oh, my gosh. 
OK. 
Bye. [hangs up] 
Oh, my gosh. 
[softly, with concerned tone] I just heard bad news. 
I know your boyfriend is trying to sneak out with another girl... 
We'll get him, 
OK. 
[walks to comer table and hands a phone to Dolores.] 
I called you. 
It didn’t ring! 
[punching dial buttons] Ring! Ring! 
Hello? 
Can you come over and watch my, um, um, um... 
Daughter. 
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164 
165 
166 
167 
168 
169 
170 
171 
172 
173 
174 
176 
177 
178 
Audree: 
Dolores: 
Charlene: 
Audree: 
Charlene: 
Audree: 
Charlene: 
Audree: 
BF: 
Audree: 
Charlene: 
Charlene: 
Audree: 
My daughter.. .for a second while I go after somebody? 
Thanks. 
[cheerfully] OK. 
[baby-talk] Dolores cornin’ to watch me! 
[walking to front chalkboard] I'll be right here, 
OK. 
And if I needed you, I would just go like this... [taps ABC stamper 
on inkpad lid] 
[returns with arm extended as if she’s holding someone by the 
collar] 
Here he is. 
Do whatever you want! 
[leans toward Audree’s hand, makes spitting noise, then slaps 
Audree’s hand] 
[Dolores laughs] 
Ow! 
What is she doing? 
I brung her boyfriend back. 
She dumped him. 
[walks away and pretends to hurl boyfriend into air] 
[angrily in baby-talk] That's what you get! 
[claps hands together as if ridding them of dust] He's out of the 
house! 
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Before beginning a line-by-line description and interpretation of the transcript, I 
will describe (using F.N. 5/1 as a source) the conversation and events immediately 
following it, since this information has a direct bearing on the events of the transcript. 
Summary of Fieldnote excerpt (F.N. 5/11 
When I ask Charlene about the ‘dumping’ scene just acted out, Charlene explains 
to me that she has a boyfriend even though she’s a baby. Then Audree tells Charlene, 
“Maybe you can go to lunch with him. It’s OK that you go to lunch with him.” Audree 
tells me Charlene has a new boyfriend in her class at pre-school, but Charlene corrects her, 
saying “I’m in daycare.” Audree goes to the typewriter and types “Jackson Soares 
Mendez Rodriguez.” Pointing to the names on the sign-in board, she says “That’s the 
name of our company.” Charlene says, “Don’t do that. Melissa’s not playin’. She’s 
doing a book.” (She refers to Milena R. who has gone to her desk to work on her book 
from writing workshop.) Audree informs me that in their company “we give checks to the 
people who haven’t paid their money for the loans to the house.” 
Charlene says, “Oh, Audree, we can start playing again. I’m in fifth grade now.” 
Handing her a stack of bank envelopes, Audree says, “Take this over to the typewriter to 
type this.” When she complains, “I hate typing. I can’t type”, Audree says, “Then just 
write.” Charlene takes the bundle of envelopes to the typewriter, types for several 
seconds, then says, “Audree, I was excellent at typing.” Charlene explains to me, “I’m her 
daughter, but this is my job. Everybody is a boss.” While she is typing, Audree goes up 
to Charlene and says somberly, “Your boyfriend had a heart attack and died. Sorry.” But 
Charlene retorts, “I’m only ten years old, but how can my boyfriend have a heart attack at 
ten?’ Audree strokes Charlene’s hair and says in a soothing tone, “I’m sorry.” 
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Charlene continues to work at the typewriter and mutters that something has to 
happen to Audree’s boyfriend. She then whispers into Audree's ear. When I ask what 
they're talking about, Charlene tells me, "I told Audree her boyfriend was going out with 
another lady. He died today because he was sin alcoholic." Charlene returns to her typing. 
Audree approaches Charlene and asks with a concerned tone, “You OK?” She 
strokes the back of Charlene’s neck, then tells her, "Don't type too fast." Audree goes 
back to the long table and picks up a phone. This segment of free play ends when Charlene 
says she is fifteen now, and adds, “Every year the Baby-sitters Club can hook me with a 
new boyfriend.” 
Description and Interpretation of Transcript 4.E.6. 
When the episode of Transcript 4.E.6 begins, Audree has established herself as a 
working mother, as she has in many play episodes in the data. She identifies herself as 
“boss of telephone calls and the checks” which places her in the domain of work. 
Charlene, in contrast, defines herself both as baby and boss - saying first she is “boss of 
the game” and then “boss of the babies”. The positions taken by the two girls form a 
recurrent pattern noted throughout the data, as described in the preceding sections. What 
makes this transcript different is the girls’ introduction of the discourse of dating into their 
usual themes of work and child care. This new topic/theme is first evident in line 1 when 
Audree says to Charlene, “Did he ask for a date?” Audree’s question refers to the phone 
call Charlene has just received, about which she has whispered into Audree’s ear. When 
Charlene proposes that she must get ready and put on her make-up, Audree does not at 
first acknowledge her. Audree is engrossed in her work, filling out checks, and tearing 
out stubs from the checkbook, and giving out instructions (“You can write on all three of 
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these,” line 6). In so doing Audree defines herself in her dual identities as a working 
person and mother who gives her child ‘work’ to do. (It is unclear if this work is meant to 
keep her child occupied or to help the company. Although, Charlene later explains that 
she is both a daughter and has a job.) Audree does not acknowledge Charlene’s statement 
that she has to get all her make-up on (line 7); she gives Charlene a pencil and more 
paperwork to do, saying “I give all the blue squares to you” (line 11)-- although it is 
unclear if this is a statement explaining play, or said in her ‘play-acting’ voice. Charlene 
acknowledges Audree’s ‘work order’ by doing the work and sliding it toward Audree, 
saying “Done!” (line 13). The consequence of this is to define Charlene as a diligent 
worker, whether in her identity as a baby or as an office-worker. 
Next Audree initiates two phone calls, one on each line. When answering the 
phone she uses her officious business voice to say, “Jackson, Soares, Mendez and 
Rodriguez Company, may I help you?” (lines 22-23). Audree repeats her practice of using 
the names of children on the sign-in board in her company (as noted in Transcript 4.F.4). 
When she says “Yes!” with the popular cultural gesture of making a downward thrust with 
her arms (line 20), she has presumably just been asked for a date (as suggested later in line 
43). Charlene’s statement, “Yeah, but I already got a date. Now who’s gonna watch me?” 
(lines 26-27), initiates the topic of child care. When Audree suggests her aunt could care 
for her, Charlene disagrees saying, “everybody in the whole family works all day and they 
go to school all day” (line 30). This is another example of Charlene’s preoccupation with 
the theme of child care (as discussed in Section F.2). 
Audree then takes a tradebook from the revolving bookrack and uses it as a 
telephone book. She thus creatively engages in a home/community literacy practice, using 
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a text associated with school-based literacy. When she role-plays the speech/literacy event 
of checking the yellow pages, she captures the appropriate wording “Let’s see” and 
repeats “Baby-sitters” as if she were an adult talking to herself (lines 31-35). Then, by 
calling the Baby-sitters’ Club, she is making an intertextual link with a girls’ popular- 
culture genre not usually associated with the canon of school-based literature. Charlene’s 
comment that she always wanted to meet them (line 51) expresses affinity for the 
storybook characters. By incorporating these fictional characters into their fantasy play, 
the girls jointly establish intertextuality on several levels - on the levels of wording 
(specific name ‘Baby-sitters’ Club’), event type (phone call to baby-sitter), theme (the 
fantasy play story-line based on the search for child care), and content of Baby-sitters’ 
Club book series (coded on Chart 5 as ‘Other’). The consequence is to define the girls as 
working mother and child, but also as peers who are consumers (and fens) of girls’ 
popular fiction. 
In her ‘motherese’ voice, Audree tells Charlene to take a shower and get in her 
dress (line 52), which Charlene then pantomimes. Then the two girls jointly act out an 
elaborate role-play of getting Charlene ready for her date. The result is an interesting 
combination of discourses: saying “Let me just fix your hair” (line 56) and then “Blush...” 
and “Eyelash...” (lines 59-60), Audree is speaking both as a mother (family discourse) and 
as one who applies grown-up cosmetics and jewelry (adult femininity discourse). By 
saying “Bwacewlet!” in baby-talk (line 62), Charlene expresses her identity as a toddler, 
while simultaneously getting ready for a date. In their role-play the two girls meticulously 
attend to the details of creating a traditional image of femininity — the dress, hair, make- 
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up, lipstick, blush, eyelashes, earrings, ring, and bracelet (lines 52-63). Audree’s comment 
“Ohhh, you look pretty!” (line 55) articulates the feminine image they are trying to create. 
Audree and Charlene next act out, with similar attention to detail, the arrival of the 
Baby-sitters’ Club to their apartment. Charlene raps the table with her knuckles, 
explaining “And they ding dong” (line 64). Her use of the word “and”, similar to the 
phrase “and then”, marks this as a statement explaining play. When Audree then picks up 
the phone, saying “Oh, I’ll get that! Hello!” (lines 65-66), Charlene corrects her by 
stressing “No, ding dong at the door!” (lines 67-68). Audree, in ‘normal’ voice, tells 
Charlene this is the way to let them in (probably referring to an intercom phone). Audree 
initiates an ‘answering-the-door’ event type, using exaggerated prosodic cues to express 
politeness conventions - e.g., she uses a high-pitched ‘sugary’ tone when saying “Hello!” 
“Great!” and “Come on in!” (lines 71-74). Charlene and Audree differ slightly in their 
narration of events: Charlene says “And I open the door” (lines 78), while Audree speaks 
to the visitors “at the outside door” (line 82). Charlene says they already have a key and 
already came in, whereas Audree exclaims “The Baby-sitters’ Club is coming upstairs!” 
(line 86). Despite these differences, both girls draw upon their knowledge of urban 
apartments, as shown by the attention to details in their fantasy play. 
On line 86 Audree announces the arrival of the Baby-sitters’ Club and instructs 
Charlene to “just smile pretty.” Complimenting Charlene’s feminine appearance (“You’re 
so cute!” line 88), Audree then picks up her theme of being the busy mother (“Now 
Mommy has to get...”), but is interrupted by Charlene, whose comment on line 90 is 
unclear. Audree makes a sudden shift to the character of the baby-sitter, who also 
comments on Charlene’s appearance (“You’re a cute little girl!” on line 92). Then Audree 
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initiates a new topic when she proposes, “We have to fix the checks for your mommy 
while she’s out” (line 93). She takes up the mom’s work of ‘processing’ checks through 
the cash register, filling them out, and stuffing them in envelopes. She thus returns to her 
theme of juggling work with child care, but in the persona of the baby-sitter. Telling 
Charlene, “We’ll be busy and if you need anything...” (line 95), she shows her how to tap 
the plastic inkpad box as a signal. Audree once again defines herself in her dual positions 
as busy working person and child-care provider. 
The girls’ literacy practices (lines 99-100) contribute to how they construct their 
identities as a baby (Charlene arranging ABC stamps) and a busy working person (Audree 
writing on the order pad). On lines 101-108 Audree again proposes a business call, 
naming her company in her usual greeting, and using appropriate phrasing (“I’m sorry. 
Can you call her tomorrow?”) with a lexical item (“workshop”) from the workplace. 
When Milena R. asks what the girls are playing (line 110), Charlene’s response 
(“Nothin’”) may have been an attempt to avoid interrupting her ‘game’ in progress. 
(Charlene also tried to prevent Audree from joining a fantasy episode that already started, 
in Transcript 4.D.5.) Milena R.’s comment “You’re just playing oficina” (line 112) is 
rephrased by Audree “We’re playing office, yup” in which she re-states the word ‘oficina’ 
in English. 
Audree’s stress of the word ‘office’ in line 113 suggests that she identifies with the 
English label for their activity (‘playing office’), as opposed to the Spanish. Audree’s 
preference for English over Spanish in this instance is consistent with the children’s overall 
pattern of language use during peer play. Despite Marta’s reminders to speak in Spanish, 
all of the children -- even those who were Spanish-dominant — spoke almost exclusively in 
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English when playing in the ‘office’. The few exceptions to this pattern occurred when: a) 
Spanish-dominant children were playing by themselves, they occasionally conversed in 
Spanish, but not usually in the presence of English-dominant (non-Latino) children; b) 
Spanish-dominant children sometimes responded to Marta in Spanish when she spoke with 
them as they were playing; c) both Latino and non-Latino children sometimes used words 
or phrases in Spanish (e.g., Charlene’s utterance “Mi nifia, mi nifia, mi nifia” in Transcript 
4.F.2). During ‘formal’ class activities led by Marta or Ema, the children used more 
Spanish, including non-Latino children. (As noted in section B in the background 
description of‘La Oficina’, Audree could use native-like Spanish pronunciation.) 
However, Charlene and Audree, as influential members of the peer group, contributed to 
the dominance of English in the ‘office’. When speaking English, Charlene and Audree 
used a mixture of‘Standard’ English with elements (grammatical, lexical, prosodic, and 
other markers) from African American English and the working-class dialect of their home 
community. 
On lines 114-125 Audree does a vivid role-play of handling two business phone 
calls simultaneously, one phone cradled on each ear. She uses adult phrases of 
exasperation (“Oh, god”, “I can’t take it any more!”) and exclaims “Ahhhhh!” as she slams 
the phones down. The consequence of Audree’s melodrama is to portray herself as an 
over-worked office-worker, more secretary-like than boss-like. Then, in lines 126-132, 
Audree initiates an interaction with Charlene in which she narrates the ‘story’ that she has 
just acted out. Because she seems to address Charlene as a peer, rather than as a small 
child under her care, this interaction is coded on Chart 5 as an instance of peer discourse 
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which explains play. Using the same level of volume in her retelling as in her acting out, 
Audree is criticized by Idalia for being too loud (line 134). 
Perhaps as a result of a prompt whispered by Audree (line 136), Charlene uses the 
pre-arranged signal to get her mother’s (or baby-sitter’s) attention on line 137. Audree 
responds “I’m, I’m sorry sweetheart. I’m working” (lines 138-139). Despite her 
apologetic wording and prosody, Audree ends this interactional unit by stressing the word 
“working”. The work domain takes precedence for her in this instance, whether in her 
identity as the mother or the baby-sitter. (From Audree’s comment on line 140, “I’m her 
mother and I’m the baby-sitter, too”, it is unclear whether she is assuming both identities 
concurrently or alternating from one to the other.) 
Audree begins another melodramatic topic unit when she picks up the phone on 
line 141. Using prosodic and nonverbal facial cues to express grief, she exclaims, “No, oh 
mv gosh!” Ignoring Charlene’s explanatory comment on line 143 (“And then somebody 
called me.”), Audree repeats her words of shock - then uses a hushed tone as befits a 
‘breaking the news’ event type, to tell Charlene that her boyfriend is sneaking out with 
another girl (line 149). The meaning of her utterance “We’ll get him, OK” (line 150) 
becomes clear as the drama unfolds. Audree enlists Dolores’s cooperation in the fantasy 
play by cueing her on line 153 (“I called you.”) and then calling her on the phone. She 
seems unable to find the right word to refer to Charlene’s status when she says, “Can you 
come over and watch my um, um, um...” (line 157). It is possible that she is speaking 
from her fantasy persona as the baby-sitter, which would explain her difficulty finding a 
label to describe her relationship with Charlene as the child under her care. Charlene 
makes the status reference for her by supplying the word “daughter” — and consequently 
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repositioning Audree as the mother. Charlene seems glad to have Dolores taking care of 
her, as suggested by her comment in baby-talk, “Dolores cornin’ to watch me!” (line 162). 
Charlene then informs Dolores of the tapping signal to request the care-giver’s attention. 
Audree, meanwhile, has left - but not without reassuring Charlene of her whereabouts 
(“I’ll be right here, OK”, line 163). 
Audree then returns, pantomiming that she has grabbed the cheating boyfriend by 
the collar. She enunciates with satisfaction “Here he is. Do whatever you want!” (lines 
167-168). Charlene pretends to spit on him and then slaps him (to the amusement of 
Dolores who laughs) and says in her angry baby-talk “I kill him!” (line 174). Audree 
concludes the drama by taking a narrator-like role when she says “She dumped him” (line 
175). Then Audree literally ‘dumps’ the boyfriend by pretending to hurl him into the air. 
Charlene declares “That’s what you get!” and wiping her hands in a gesture of satisfaction, 
says, “He’s out of the house!” (line 178). 
Later on in the episode (as described in the Summary of Fieldnote Excerpt F.N. 
5/1) Audree somberly informs Charlene, her now-ten-year-old daughter who dutifully 
types for her, “Your boyfriend had a heart attack and died.” Stroking Charlene’s hair, she 
says in a soothing tone, “I’m sorry.” Later Charlene informs Audree that her boyfriend 
“was going out with another lady” and that “[h]e died today because he was an alcoholic.” 
In keeping with the competitive nature of their relationship, Charlene seems to even up the 
score by sharing equally in their misfortune. 
What is striking about this episode are the ways in which Charlene and Audree 
weave the theme of dating into their usual themes of work and child care. As in other 
episodes of peer play, the two children skillfully move among differing subject positions 
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and discourses, in which they use a variety of linguistic and paralinguistic strategies to 
define their identities and the story-lines of their fantasy play. Even while occupying 
different subject positions (Audree as mother/baby-sitter, Charlene as baby), the two girls 
maintained equal power relations, without the high level of hostility found, for example in 
Transcript 4.F.4. As indicated by Chart 5, each made only two controlling statements and 
without the high level of personal feeling found in Chart 4. Similarly, Charlene’s 4 
message units showing disagreement, and Audree’s 2, were not based on serious conflict. 
Their jointly shared work in constructing this episode is evident on Chart 5, in how they 
each took balanced roles in initiating topics (Charlene initiating 2, Audree 3) and in 
making statements explaining play (Charlene making 14, Audree 15). Their unequal use 
of statements expressing personal feelings (Audree using 18, Charlene 4) may be 
attributed to the play context and to personality differences - Audree’s statements 
expressing feeling were made in her business calls as a frustrated office-worker or in her 
position as caring mother. Also, their unequal use of naming (Audree 6, Charlene 0) and 
status references (Audree 5, Charlene 2) may be due to the greater amount of message 
units produced by Audree (129, many of which were made in her roles as a highly verbal 
office-worker and mother-figure, compared to 39 produced by Charlene.) Both Charlene 
and Audree dominated as players in this episode, in which they used Dolores only as a 
short-term baby-sitter and responded only minimally to Milena R.’s inquiries about their 
play. 
The mutual construction of this episode — and the communicative competence both 
girls displayed in maintaining their dramatic play — can also be seen in the ways the two 
girls established intertextual linkages. Audree made many more attempts (45) at 
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proposing links (many of which occurred in her business scenes), than Charlene (who 
made 13) - however, in all the key scenes of this episode, their proposals were recognized 
and acknowledged by one another. The complexity of this episode can be seen in the 
differing social consequences resulting from the construction of intertextuality, and in how 
discourses were drawn upon and combined. 30 message units were produced during 
fantasy play associated with dating discourse, 46 with work discourse, 97 with family 
discourse. 21 message units consisted of fantasy play combining dating with family 
discourses; 20 message units combined work and family discourses. 36 message units 
consisted of utterances made when participants were speaking as peers outside their play 
identities. As a consequence of the intertextuality established through the various event 
types (as indicated by Chart 5), the children defined themselves in different ways. The 
identities constructed by Charlene, with the number of event types in which she did so, 
include: a feminine baby who dates (11); a baby (7 ); a baby who works in an office (2); a 
female seeking revenge against a male (3); a fen of popular girls’ fiction (2). Identities 
constructed by Audree, with number of events, include: an office-worker (13); a 
mother/baby-sitter (10); a mother who dates (2); a female (parent) who seeks revenge 
against a male (3); a fen of popular girls’ fiction (2). Most of the intertextual linkages that 
the girls established occurred on the levels of genre/event type (e.g., phone calls, 
grooming talk, assigning work) and theme (in which they maintained the story-line of the 
fantasy play episode). The children also defined themselves through their literacy 
practices, in which 14 message units related to the domain of work (the paperwork of 
Jackson, Soares, et al), 8 message units were connected to the family domain (e.g., 
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Charlene’s ABC play), and 7 message units consisted of references to the Baby-sitters’ 
Club book series. 
3. Summary 
I will summarize the findings presented in this section by focusing more directly on 
the stage of explanation (Fairclough, 1992, 1989), in which I will consider the discourse 
samples described and interpreted above in terms of their orientation to power relations at 
situational, institutional, and societal levels. The following discussion will first address 
social effects among peer relations on the situational level, then consider how fantasy-play 
texts within family and work discourses manifest gender relations on institutional and 
societal levels. 
a. Situational Level of Classroom Peer Interactions 
On the situational level of peer play within Marta’s classroom, the girls dominated 
the ‘office*, especially when fantasy play occurred within the domains of work and family. 
As discussed above in section G. 1, the girls used a variety of strategies to control the 
boys’ participation - such as, creating labels to designate jobs (e.g., “assistants”); making 
up categories to differentiate family relationships (e.g., “newborns one, two, three”); and 
formulating rules for who could be boss. As a result, the office was a place for girls to be 
in charge, but not completely separate from the boys. To a small extent children broke 
down classroom gender separations when: 1) girls took on subject positions mostly 
occupied by boys (e.g., girls playing police, and Charlene role-playing robber); and 2) boys 
joined the office ‘games’ as workers, and family ‘games’ as newborn babies and older 
brothers. However, boys did not assume any of the child-caring positions that were 
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occupied by the girls. (Although, as seen in Transcript 4.G.5, Enrique almost got to play 
‘baby-sitter’ but was blocked by Charlene.) 
The children’s use of English in the ‘office’ affected power relations at the 
situational level of classroom peer play at the institutional level of school. Children’s 
conversational texts reproduced the dominant role of English within mixed Latino and 
non-Latino informal peer talk - despite the official designation of the classroom as a 
Spanish-immersion site, and the Spanish modeling provided by the teachers. But at the 
same time, informal peer-play talk did include some use of Spanish as well as African 
American and working-class dialects of English. To the degree that it was open to 
languages ‘other’ to ‘Standard’ English, peer talk contested in a small way existing 
relations within the traditional school as an institution privileging white middle-class 
English. 
b. Fantasy Play Within Work Discourse 
The fantasy-play texts created by the children, such as those in the play episode of 
Transcript 4.G.6, had an ambiguous orientation to existing gender relations on institutional 
and societal levels. The girls’ creation of a female-run ‘business’ can be viewed as a 
fanciful transformation of typical power relations within the male-dominated domain of 
work. On the surface, the girls’ fantasy ‘company’ (the Jackson, Soares, Mendez, 
Rodriguez Company) was run collectively, in that the girls were ‘all bosses’. (The 
company’s purpose, as described by Audree, F.N. 5/1, was to give checks to people who 
couldn’t make their home loan payments — reflecting a pro-social stance similar to 
Audree’s businesses discussed in Section E.) In practice, however, the girls’ company 
reproduced typical workplace hierarchical relations, as seen by the work orders issued by 
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Audree (e.g., telling others to type, F.N. 5/1). Rather than being equal partners, as 
implied by the inclusion of their names on the company logo, Milena R. and Dolores were 
given marginal positions -- Dolores being called to do temporary child care, and Milena R. 
being an outsider in this episode. 
Another contradiction lay in the disparity between Audree’s title as “boss of 
telephone calls and checks”, and her actual practice of doing repetitive secretarial work. 
In her capacity as mother/baby-sitter she continuously answered phones, filled out forms, 
and stuffed envelopes. In fact Audree role-played the over-worked secretary when she 
cried out, “Ahhh! I can’t take this any more!” and slammed down the phone in anger. 
Audree’s and Charlene’s inclusion of the Baby-sitters Chib into their drama 
positioned the girls in discrepant ways. In their exclamations (e.g., “I always wanted to 
meet them!”), they defined themselves as fans of a book series that is mass-marketed for 
girls and that promotes traditional gender values. However, like the New Town girls 
observed by Cherland and Edelsky (1993), Audree and Charlene may also have ‘read’ the 
book series as a model for active female agency. This is suggested by the way that 
Audree, as Baby-sitter Club character, actively took up the ‘company’ business and 
aggressively pursued the fantasy boyfriend. In this example, as well as in scenes of the 
“Jackson, Soares, Mendez, Rodriguez Company,” the girls challenged social relations 
within the institution of the workplace by defining themselves as owners of their own 
companies. But they maintained social relations based on class and gender in the 
workplace by the clerical nature of their work. 
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c. Fantasy Play Within Family Discourse 
The girls in the ‘office’ also positioned themselves contradictorily within the 
discourse of the family. Although domestic scenes were played out repeatedly, the girls 
did not confine themselves to family life and child care. This was illustrated by Audree’s 
recurring theme of balancing work and family identities, which she again acted out in the 
episode of Transcript 4.G.6. She struggled with her dual positioning, and resisted being 
defined exclusively as child-care provider as suggested by the comment to her baby, “I’m, 
I’m sorry, sweetheart. I’m working” (lines 138-139). Even Charlene expressed a similar 
sense of struggle in her rendition of Laura, the TV star, as a mother (one of the few times 
she briefly played mother, the other times being in tiempo libre sessions of 3/21, 3/22, and 
6/12), in which she had to take her three ‘children’ to work and simultaneously cope with 
disciplining an aggressive son. In addition, domestic scenes could be a site of uncertainty 
and precariousness, as shown by the fantasy-play portrayal of Ana as the monster/mom 
who held her twins captive in her dungeon. Thus the play situations based on family 
discourse were constructed by the children in ambiguous, overlapping ways involving 
conflict and struggle. 
d. Dating Discourse 
The girls’ fantasy-play texts within the discourse of dating were also complex. In 
some ways their play situations appeared to manifest patriarchal relations within the 
‘institution’ of dating and romance, as suggested by the following examples: 1) the girls’ 
caricature of the girlfriends swooning at the sight of their TV-star boyfriends (F.N. 5/29); 
2) the elaborate jewelry and make-up scene preparing Charlene, the baby, for her date 
(with Audree’s comment “You look pretty”, line 55); 3) the fantasy play of Stefan’s 
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betrayal of Laura (F.N. 5/29) and the ‘bad news’ phone calls of their boyfriends’ 
infidelities in the episode of Transcript 4.G.6. However, these examples need to be 
viewed within the overall context of the girls’ fantasy play as recorded in the data: in only 
three sessions (5/1, 5/29, and 6/14) was the topic of dating expressed. Also, as the 
particular situations were actually constructed, the girls showed some evidence of resisting 
to a small degree traditional gender relations within the institution of dating: 1) the 
swooning girlfriends collaborated in writing a hate letter from Laura to Stefan (F.N. 5/29); 
2) Charlene, the dating baby, punished her unfaithful boyfriend in the baby-sitter scene; 3) 
the girls assigned early deaths to their boyfriends in their retribution fantasies (F.N. 5/1). 
Some of the contradiction can be seen in the girls’ use of patriarchal ‘power over’ 
methods (Kreisberg, 1992) based on coercion and violence, to resist patriarchal gender 
relations. Similarly, their struggles against cheating boyfriends need to be seen in the 
context of their having chosen unworthy boyfriends in the first place. Thus while 
struggling against romantic discourse they were also in part embracing it. 
As suggested by the element of caricature in the office-players’ fantasy scenes 
(e.g., the swooning girlfriends, the ‘bad news’ phone calls), the children were playfully 
manipulating images, many perhaps stimulated by popular culture. They also used fantasy 
play to manipulate status relationships and sometimes get attention from peers. The 
illusory quality of play - with its humor, parody, play-acting, and even farce - make it 
difficult to apply Fairclough’s (1989,1992) discourse analysis in a definitive way, 
particularly at the level of explanation. Fairclough (1989) compares the three levels of 
analysis (description, interpretation, explanation) to changing the filter of a lens while 
looking at the same picture. Thus children’s play ‘texts’, when viewed on the situational 
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level, can appear different from how they are viewed on institutional or societal levels. In 
children’s play the complexity is further compounded by the multiple juxtapositions of 
genres, discourse types, and linguistic strategies as children shift in and out of play. 
There is some evidence that the office-players in Marta’s classroom were resisting 
and changing, in small but distinct ways, expected social relations of gender and other 
categories within the institutions of family, work, and dating - while in many other ways 
they were maintaining these relations. Thus children’s play - with its richness of 
complexity, ambiguity, and contradiction - cannot be easily described using constructs and 
vocabularies drawn from current theoretical discussions of discourse and power. As will 
be discussed further in the next chapter, a deeper understanding of classroom play requires 
more sensitive ways of describing the dynamic processes in which subjectivities and 
relationships are established within the discursive fields and social contexts of children’s 
everyday life. 
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CHAPTER V 
CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 
A. Conclusions 
The purpose of this study was to explore how children use literacy practices and 
peer interactions during less structured times of the school day, and to examine the social 
consequences for how they define themselves and construct power relationships among 
themselves. In particular, this study focused upon a group of children who regularly 
played in a classroom play area known as the Oficina; the study examined the 
relationships between microlevel events and broader social relations. The conclusions are 
discussed in relation to the following two research questions. 
1. Research Questions 
The first question focused on the ways in which children construct social relations and 
literacy practices in their classroom ‘free time’ play activities: 
• How do children in their everyday episodes of peer play organize social 
relations among themselves? How do they use language and literacy practices 
to construct social identities and status relationships? 
The second question focused on how children appropriate existing power relations 
prevalent in the broader society beyond the classroom. This question pertains to the 
degree to which children reproduce or challenge such dominant relations as construction 
of gender. 
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• How are children’s everyday social relations and literacy practices, on the 
particular and local level of the classroom, linked to broader social relations of 
society? 
Although I use separate headings for clarity of discussion, I will discuss the findings in 
light of both questions of the study since the research questions are closely related. 
2. Findings About Peer Social Relations in La Oiicina 
The children who regularly played in the office area of Marta’s classroom 
organized themselves in various ways, in which the term ‘boss’ was mentioned repeatedly. 
The status of boss was the topic of regular discussion and negotiation, with differing 
consequences for social relations among the office players. As a way of deciding who 
would be boss, the children negotiated various informal ‘rules’, such as agreeing to have 
just one boss. When some complained that this was unfair, the group then set up 
alternative structures which included having no boss at all, or having everyone be boss 
(e.g., of ‘different things’ or ‘different companies’). Perhaps influenced by the numerical 
layout of the sign-in board, or by a ‘first come, first served’ type of logic, another rule 
allowed the first to sign up be the boss. However, a problem arose when the children 
most invested in this position were not first to sign in. A solution emerged in which the 
first to arrive might be designated the titular boss, but unofficially a child such as Audree 
or Charlene still had a major part in directing the flow of play. 
Another kind of ‘rule’ which Charlene promoted was that “the one who makes up 
the game gets to make the people up.” In her arguments, Charlene made the distinction 
between ‘boss of and ‘boss in* the game. This reflected a sophisticated thought process 
involving differing planes of categorization. Like the girls at the writing table of Phinney’s 
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(1992) study, Charlene may also have been developing a concept of ownership of 
character representation — which Phinney, following (Shuman 1986), suggests is an early 
awareness of the “entitlement” that can accompany storytelling rights. Perhaps the 
conflict between Charlene and Audree, who insisted on being “whoever one wants in the 
game,” was a result of the paradoxical nature of play. As Vygotsky (1978) observes, play 
cannot exist without rules - and while the child at play might be free to choose her own 
actions, this is an “illusory freedom” in that one’s actions are subordinated to meanings 
assigned in play. 
Thus, the children’s social organization within the office area was infused with 
contradiction and ambiguity. They were both responding to traditional models of 
hierarchical organization (one boss at the top), and resisting them (everyone/nobody is 
boss). Whether verbally establishing egalitarian or hierarchical structures, however, they 
were still ‘governed’ by an informal social hierarchy according to which some children 
imposed their influence and ‘entitlement’ over the others. (For example, in the very act of 
telling Milly, “You’re the boss. I’m your assistant,” Audree implicitly maintained her 
controlling status.) Another contradiction lay in their ‘formal’ distinctions based on 
hierarchy (e.g., boss, secretary) - whereas informally there was a certain equality in 
sharing the ‘paperwork’, as discussed further in the next section. 
3. Findings on Literacy Practices 
Reading and writing events were interwoven throughout all play activities in the 
office area The children’s literacy practices should be viewed as naturally embedded 
within everyday contexts of peer play. Thus I will summarize here some findings 
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pertaining to literacy practices, but then continue my discussion of other literacy uses as 
they are integrated with findings discussed in later sections. 
The literacy practices used by the children who regularly played in the office 
differed markedly from traditional school-based literacy practices. The office-players 
seldom read tradebooks (either from the silent-reading collection or the guided-reading 
set), nor did they write in their writing-workshop booklets. Only rarely did they write 
letters for the class ‘post office’ (a cardboard structure that Marta obtained from a school- 
supply house). Rather, their reading and writing activities consisted of practices more 
typical to the domains of home, community, and workplace. Although 8 lA x 11 sheets of 
writing-workshop paper were placed on the office-area tables, the children’s writing 
events incorporated such materials as the small slate, the large chalkboard, business forms, 
envelopes, and order pads; as well as the assortment of note-paper and blank paper of 
many sizes; and implements such as pens, markers, chalk, pencils. 
Writing and reading events occurred both within individual, solitary fantasy play as 
well as within group social play. Sometimes writing — especially repetitious form-filling — 
functioned as a kind of backdrop to ongoing peer conversations. Writing ‘ genres’ included 
business forms, order sheets, shopping lists, or bank checks with ‘mock cursive’ squiggles. 
Mock cursive allowed children to role-play adults writing quickly; it also enabled them to 
capture the function and purpose of various home and business genres without being 
slowed down by issues of standard spelling and mechanics. 
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4. The Sign-in Board: Constructing Status and Identity Through Writing One’s Name 
A writing practice closely tied to the local culture of La Oficina was the ritual of 
signing one’s name on the front chalkboard. Not only was the act of signing-in a way to 
gain admittance to the office area, but it was also implicated in how peer status and social 
identities were acquired. The sequential order in which names were signed in sometimes 
assumed a collective meaning, as seen for example in the children’s creation of their ‘first 
person’ rule for determining who could be boss. Writing one’s name could be a source of 
self-expression, such as when practicing cursive or using colored chalk. It could also 
signal one’s status as an office-player (particularly to others who might be waiting for a 
turn to play in the office), one’s title (e.g., when ‘Boss’ was chalked in beside one’s 
name), or one’s membership in a business or company. Related practices included writing 
one’s play identity (e.g.. Baby, Sis, Sec) on a tag to be worn on one’s shirt front, and 
writing lists which ranked the social standing of group members — Baby 0, Baby 1, Mama 
0, Mama 1, etc. 
The sign-in grid which Marta wrote on the front chalkboard, ostensibly to limit the 
number of children playing in the office at one time, became an integral part of office peer- 
play culture. Children took great care when writing (and often re-writing) the two 
columns of numbers with corresponding names. As a semiotic sign, the graphic form of 
the sign-in was based on a left/right and top-to-bottom representation — a layout widely 
used by classification systems within Western culture (Kress and VanLeeowen, 1980). 
For example, by taking the form of a square or rectangle with numbers listed inside 
(instead of say, a circle with no numbers inside), the sign-in board lent itself to an 
interpretation based on hierarchy and rank. With its top/left position, the number one may 
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have been assigned a rank of greater value than proceeding numbers with all the 
connotations of‘number one’ in dominant U.S. culture. Charlene may have been 
influenced by such cultural meanings when assigning herself the status ‘Baby Zero’ - 
perhaps based on the logic that if‘one’ is the best position, then zero must be of even 
more value. 
Thus a seemingly simple act of recording one’s name on the sign-in board was 
embedded in the complex ways that ‘office’ peer culture was created with its unique 
system of roles, networks, and values (Barton, 1991). 
5. Children Constructing Workplace Literacy Practices 
A major part of children’s fantasy play consisted of doing ‘work’ which included 
literacy practices associated with the modern-day office as workplace. Audree was the 
player who occupied herself most with constructing ‘work’ in both solitary and social 
play, in which she often defined herself as a person concerned with issues of consumer 
fairness and justice. For example, she positioned herself as an assertive and pro-active 
consumer in her letters to the helmet maker (on how to improve helmet design) and to K 
Mart (complaining about her lay-away plan), and as a concerned citizen in her letter about 
the hard-working man whose loan was denied. She also identified with being a working 
person in a company in which she was in charge of processing expired license plates, 
driver’s exams, and driving applications. 
Audree often intertwined her fantasy office-work with group play activities. This 
usually took the form of being the boss of her own business while simultaneously being a 
parent. Specifically, she busied herself with filling out forms, stapling them, and stuffing 
them into envelopes, and giving them to her ‘subordinates’ to be typed. The feet that 
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Audree -- and all the children playing in the office — chose the genre of the ‘form’ is 
significant. It shows an awareness of the prominent place of the ‘form’ in contemporary 
bureaucratic society (Ong, 1982). (The form is such a widespread feature of modem life, 
argue Keller-Cohen and Heineken, 1987, that the workbooks and worksheets of 
traditional classrooms might be considered a kind of preparation for adult form-filling.) 
Form-filling - which involves inserting names, phone numbers, checkmarks, and other bits 
of information into small boxes and spaces - is a ‘condensed’ kind of writing in which a 
minimal amount of words can carry out broad ideological functions; and as a ‘disciplinary 
apparatus’, it is a kind of technology of control and surveillance typical to modem society 
(Foucault, 1979). Thus the second-graders in Marta’s classroom were not only 
constructing social identities in their office play, but were also constructing a relationship 
between corporate power and literacy tasks. 
6. Family Literacy Practices 
The office players also engaged in reading and writing events related to the domain 
of family life. A literacy practice which took a prominent place in group fantasy play was 
centered around writing and reading notes or messages. Although brief these messages 
had a significant impact upon the ways children created pretend identities and maintained 
peer relationships. For example, Milly’s act of writing the single word ‘ jNO!’ on the small 
slate became the focal point for an extended group drama. Milly used this word variously 
to construct her play identities as: a baby showing off her literacy acquisition to her 
mother; a daughter resisting her mother’s authority; and a sister both teasing and warding 
off her brother. Charlene also used the slate to write messages, similarly defining herself 
as a literacy-learning baby seeking attention from her mother. 
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Although a small group of boys occasionally joined in the ‘office games’, literacy 
practices within the domains of work and family were mostly the activities of females. 
Based on her study of interrelationships among literacy, gender, and work in families and 
in school, Solsken (1993) notes that for some social groups literacy is regarded as 
primarily a female activity, with limited engagement by males. She suggests that “a 
division of labor that places mothers in charge of children’s early literacy and schooling 
may play a key role in defining literacy as a gender-linked activity and may implicate 
literacy in the psychological and social dynamics establishing gender identity” (p.216). 
While noting the possible effects upon children of the division of labor establishing 
primary-grade teaching as female work, she found that children’s peer culture shaped 
gender relations along traditional lines during classroom literacy events. 
Although further study would be needed of the family literacy environments of 
Marta’s students, it can be speculated that Audree (whose mother was a secretary) and 
Charlene (whose mother was an assistant teacher) may have been responding to 
‘demonstrations’ (Holdaway, 1986) of literacy practices from their mothers’ work and 
home lives. This is evidenced by the large portion of the literacy events in their play which 
consisted of clerical work like filling out forms, paying bills, and stapling and sorting 
paper. 
7. Constructing Identities Through ‘Naming’ 
To solve the problem of how to communicate one’s ‘pretend’ identities to others, 
the office players used a variety of implicit and explicit kinds of ‘naming’ strategies in their 
peer play. These strategies were important for clarifying roles and maintaining the flow of 
play. Sometimes the process of negotiating identities could take up most of a given play 
250 
session and involve many subtleties of meaning — as in the discussions over Mothers 
versus Babies 0 to 2; ‘newborns’ versus ‘first newborns’; and ‘bosses’ versus ‘assistant 
bosses’. Naming could also take the form of insults (e.g., ‘bully’, ‘stupid’, ‘big mouth’). 
The process of naming involved a kind of‘nominalization’, which Fairclough 
(1992), following Halliday (1985), describes as a form of‘transitivity’ in which ideational 
processes are encoded in clauses. For example, by turning processes into nouns, or 
temporary conditions into inherent attributes, nominalizations can obscure the agents 
behind an action and manipulate how a phrase might be interpreted. Or, more simply 
stated, “[njominalizations are used to compact information - whole conversations - that 
we assume people (or at least ‘experts’) are up on. They are signals for those ‘in the 
game’ and thus are also ways to keep people out” (New London Group, 1996, p. 79). 
Although Fairclough focuses primarily on how nominalizations are used in the 
media and other printed texts, the concept can be applied to conversational texts such as 
those produced in children’s peer play. Whether through calling someone names, or 
making status references, a type of nominalization occurs in which the process behind the 
act of naming is compacted and thus obscured. For example, by referring to Roberto as a 
‘bully’, Audree compacts the chain of events in which Milly has teasingly waved the small 
slate in front of Roberto, thus triggering a series of reactions from the others. In her 
representation of Roberto through a single noun, Audree manipulates language in order to 
assert her status as a powerful mother. In a similar way, when Charlene and Audree use 
an insult like ‘stupid’ in their arguments, they substitute a lengthy description of the anger 
generated by actions perceived as ‘stupid’, with a single word describing an inherent 
attribute. In a parallel way, making a status reference (‘good girl’, mom, sis, etc.) reduces 
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a multiplicity of possible identities assumed by a person to one defining attribute, identity, 
or relation. (Similarly, the pronouns ‘she’ and ‘he’ classify people into binary categories of 
‘male’ and ‘female’ [Davies, 1993] with all of the cultural meanings associated with them.) 
When Charlene insisted on being ‘the newborn baby’ and that Enrique be ‘the first 
newborn baby’, she was making a classification based on the hierarchical structure she was 
trying to construct within the office. Hodge and Kress (1993) assert that classification is 
an instrument of control in that it imposes order on that which is classified. They suggest 
that, whether on the level of individuals or large groups, classification can become a site of 
tension and struggle. Thus in their activity of naming and classifying others within 
recognizable systems of gender and hierarchical rank, the office-players of Marta’s 
classroom were using language as an ideological process. 
Another kind of ‘naming’ occurred in my attempts as a researcher to classify and 
represent the participants of the study. At first I tended to think of more vocal 
participants like Audree and Charlene, in terms of being ‘dominant’ members of the office 
area, and others like Milena R., Ana, and Dolores as ‘passive’. However, these 
representations seemed less useful as analysis of moment-by-moment events of peer play 
suggested a more complex picture. For example, there were moments when Ana seemed 
to be in charge and Charlene was more passive (e.g., when Ana played the monster mom). 
When Ana and Milena R. were alone in the office (and when the ‘noisy ones’, as they 
called Charlene and Audree, were not playing), these usually more quiet girls became very 
vocal and expressive. As Hodge and Kress (1993) point out, “a classification system 
constrains thought, giving a basic unity to everything expressed within it, whatever its 
content, and making alternative systems of classification seem incommensurable” (p.64). 
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A further sort of naming and identity construction occurred in the children’s use of 
English as the principal language to ‘classify’ their social and material realities. Like the 
children in the ‘two-way’ immersion program observed by Edelsky (1991), all the children 
(both Latino and non-Latino) in Marta’s classroom primarily used English in daily tiempo 
litre sessions. This reflects what Edelsky (1991) refers to as the political nature of the 
second-language learning situation in the U.S., in which classroom events are influenced 
by the hegemonic role of English in the dominant society beyond the classroom. 
8. Findings on Themes of Work and Family as Sites of Identity and Power Construction 
A finding related to the research question on how children organized social 
relations and formed identities in peer play was that the office-players constructed their 
fantasy play through the themes of work and family. These two themes were interwoven 
as children superimposed the domain of the family upon that of the workplace. They 
repeatedly created scenarios taking place in some form of business enterprise, in which the 
workers of the company were family members. (In children’s terms they were playing 
‘house’ and ‘office* at the same time.) This theme was best exemplified in the fantasy play 
of Audree and Charlene, who often imposed their own fantasy play onto group-play 
activities. 
Audree acted out the theme by representing herself as the working mother trying 
to balance the demands of her business with the responsibilities of caring for her children. 
She constructed her identity as the busy office-worker/company-owner through her 
constant ‘office-work’ activity (e.g., filling out forms, stapling, stuffing envelopes) and by 
her statements on doing her work while having to care for the baby. The overlapping and 
sometimes contradictory aspects of her multiple identities (as mother, worker, owner, 
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consumer, peer) were suggested by microanalysis of the various linguistic strategies and 
intertextual links that Audree used to define herself. Sometimes her sophisticated use of 
language and intertextual links with adult work situations went unacknowledged by her 
peers; at other times they influenced her interactions, as shown by the incident in which 
she told Eduardo, “This check will not be taken until April fifteen.” The way that she 
linguistically ‘designed’ her sentence (New London Group, 1996) shows a beginning 
awareness of differences between conversational and more formal business discourse. 
Audree’s theme of juggling domestic work with the demands of her job might be 
framed in light of Walkerdine’s (1990) descriptions of the psychic struggle experienced 
when being positioned like a female and male at the same time. Audree’s dilemma can 
also be compared to Smith’s (1987) notion of the ‘bifurcated consciousness’ necessary to 
balance two modes of consciousness: the local particularities of home and family, with 
work-oriented ‘relations of ruling’. In Smith’s (1987) framework, the everyday office- 
play of Audree and her peers can itself be regarded as a product of work - that is, as a 
particular location tied by a series of links to the unseen labor of women. For example, the 
children’s participation in the life of the classroom was materially made possible by their 
mothers* work in the home, and by the labor of Marta, who as a female teacher was 
herself balancing job and child care. The children were aware of Marta’s other identity as 
the mother of a newborn, as suggested by Audree’s and Charlene’s comments comparing 
her as a ‘sister’ to Lydia, their last-year’s teacher who was also a new parent. 
Audree showed an awareness of women’s work in both the private sphere of the 
home and the public sphere of work, in how she developed these themes in her fantasy 
play. However, the intersection of these two spheres was a site of conflict and 
254 
ambivalence for her. Her fantasies did not seem to include possibilities for equal parenting 
or organized daycare; she assumed that child care was the sole responsibility of herself as 
working mother. Her appropriation of‘domestic games’ may not have been as 
unproblematic as the girls observed by Davies (1989): 
In contrast to the ambiguities located in female sexuality, motherhood is almost 
universally regarded as a positive feature of female identity. Although it is a 
feature that is used against women in their attempts to gain access to the male 
world, it is also often an area of undisputed control in family settings... To the 
extent that mothers are perceived by children as powerful, and to the extent that 
girls see the mother as the only powerful position to which they can legitimately 
make any claims while constituting themselves as female, then playing at domestic 
games must have a deep fascination for them, (p.78) 
Audree gained power from her identity as a person involved in work - she called herself a 
boss, and cast herself as a strong female with a sense of agency in running her various 
businesses. However, even in this domain she showed ambivalence, as she screamed in 
exasperation at the volume of phone calls and paperwork. Thus she did not yet have an 
adult conception of‘boss’; building a construct of boss based on available information, she 
was constructing a definition that was bound up with clerical tasks. 
In contrast to Audree’s preferred identity as a mother, Charlene most often took 
the perspective of the baby who was simultaneously a director of group play. A theme 
running throughout her fantasy play was that of being a baby who wanted to be taken to 
work with her mother. But when helping her mother (usually played by Audree) at work, 
she was clear about defining herself as a baby — not an ‘assistant’. As an imperious and 
demanding baby, she seemed more intent on directing the action as a boss ‘0/the game’, 
rather than merely being one of several bosses ‘in the game’. Microanalysis of key play 
events showed how she used multiple linguistic and paralinguistic strategies to influence 
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her peers and shape the course of group play. Her influential role could be seen, for 
example, in her use of such strategies as assuming, bestowing, and making references to 
status, as well as her disproportionate amount of controlling and disagreeing statements. 
It is striking that most of her controlling statements were made in her play voice as baby, 
rather than her ‘normal’ voice as a peer. This suggests that she was using her role as a 
baby to direct the flow of play, as seen in the diaper-changing episode (in which she 
directed her own parenting), and in her assault of the phone and utilities company that 
wrongfully billed her family’s business. 
Charlene herself admitted that she liked playing the baby to get attention and 
because “you get to do all the things that you want to do...” Her comments suggest an 
awareness of the power of babies within family life. Unlike the girls described by 
Walkerdine (1990), who found relative power by playing the mother, Charlene exalted the 
status position of baby, as suggested by her hierarchy headed by ‘Baby Zero’. Urwin 
(1984) points out that babies, as well as young children actively engage in power relations, 
and that children of any age are positioned in power-knowledge relations. Nevertheless, 
Charlene’s fascination with baby-talk and baby mannerisms contrasted with her life outside 
school as an accomplished gymnast, dancer, and model. Urwin (1984) also suggests that 
babies — and mothers — are contradictory in wanting incompatible things at any one time, 
as they are positioned within competing demands and discourses. 
According to a feminist poststructuralist reading of the contradictory positionings 
taken up by children in their play ~ such as Audree’s multiple identities as business owner, 
mother, and secretary; or Charlene as baby and boss — “individuals are not positioned, 
once and for all, as powerful or powerless...their relative power depends on the discourses 
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through which their behavior is read” (Urwin, 1984, p.284). The girls playing in the office 
area of Marta’s classroom are like the girls observed by Walkerdine (1990) who got 
relative power over boys by setting up their games in the domestic sphere. Marta’s office- 
players differed, though, in that they also set up play in the male-oriented public sphere of 
work (Smith, 1987). However, a close inspection of their actual ‘work’ reveals an 
ambiguous picture of girls barking out orders as company bosses and owners, while at the 
same time answering phones in sweet voices (“Jackson, Soares, Rodriguez, Mendez, 
Company, may I help you?’) and filling out forms. 
As active and vocal members of the office group, Charlene and Audree were not 
always powerful — their relative power was not a fixed attribute or quality that they 
possessed. For example, as a manager talking in business jargon, Audree exerted greater 
influence over Roberto as the job applicant having difficulty finding words in English. In 
contrast, when playing the bullying older brother in domestic discourse, Roberto was 
positioned so as to actively challenge Audree’s authority as the defensive mother. 
Similarly, when positioned as peer and outsider (when the sign-in board was filled), 
Charlene could not influence the flow of play to the same degree as a player speaking 
dramatically in her ‘play’ voice. Thus Audree’s and Charlene’s power shifted according to 
moment-by-moment situations and changes in the discursive frame of reference. 
9. Findings About Construction of Gender 
Gender was constructed in multiple ways throughout office play, as suggested by 
the discussion of findings in areas covered above. As discussed earlier, findings were 
contradictory in that girls both challenged and sustained traditional gender relations in the 
kinds of subject positions taken up in peer play. Girls defined themselves as strong 
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females in their assertive behavior toward boys in the office area, and in their fantasies as 
competent boss/managers of their own companies. However, as females they were also 
solely responsible for child-care (nowhere in the data was there evidence of boys doing 
child care). Also, the substance of the girls’ ‘work’ was clerical, which must be seen in 
the broader context of adult work where working-class women and women of color 
continue to be over-represented in service-sector jobs, earning significantly less than white 
males (e.g., Ogbu, 1988; Christian-Smith, 1990; Dubeck and Borman, 1996). 
Another finding was that girls playing in the office also constructed traditional love 
and romance ideologies in contradictory ways. For example, they created stereotypical 
dating scenarios — swooning at the sight of their TV-star romantic love objects, getting 
ready for dates by applying make-up, and being betrayed by unfaithful boyfriends. They 
also challenged and resisted these stereotypes by such fantasy-play actions as writing hate 
letters to deceitful lovers, ‘dumping’ their boyfriends, and assigning them early deaths. In 
their ambiguous orientation to romantic love discourse, Charlene and Audree are like 
some of the girls interviewed by Davies (1989) who could at times be independent and 
competent, but at other times recreated romantic narratives (such as getting involved with 
a male without stopping to wonder if he is worth it). As Davies also points out, 
“[bjecause contradictory discourses do not in fret preclude each other, belief in the 
discourse of romance is not ruled out by the recognition of female competence and 
agency” (1989, p.75). 
In the ways Charlene and Audree acted out characters from the TV show Family 
Matters, (having Laura write hate letters to Stefan), and the Baby-sitters Club book series 
(having the baby-sitter competently take over Audree’s business and ‘dump’ Charlene’s 
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unworthy boyfriend) - they were making their own ‘readings’ of popular cultural texts. 
Like the seven to nine-year-olds observed by Dyson (1997), Charlene and Audree took the 
symbolic material of cultural products “as a means for expressing, exploring, and, at times, 
reconfiguring romantic relations” (p. 147). Charlene and Audree were also like the 
children in Dyson’s study in how they manipulated popular figures from commercial 
culture as a way to manipulate peer social relationships. “The symbolic material of books, 
cartoons, video games - of all aspects of our consumer culture - is useful only if it is used 
in everyday practices as a means for affiliating, differentiating, and negotiating a social 
place in a world of others” (p.143). 
The nuances and ambiguities in the ways Marta’s office-players constructed 
gender relations suggest a complex picture that evades simple distinctions as ‘typically’ 
feminine or masculine, or notions of girls as having a separate culture from boys. The 
conception of gender as a range of‘masculinities’ and ‘femininities’, as suggested by 
Connell et al (1982), more appropriately captures the multiplicity of positions taken by 
children in the office area. As Thome (1993) points out, viewing gender simply in terms 
of binary opposition obscures the feet that intra-gender variation can be greater than inter- 
gender differences. For example, Charlene and Audree’s verbal skill — in arguing with 
each other and directing group peer play -- suggests that conceptions of female speech and 
relationship styles as different from males are not necessarily true (Schwartzman, 1995). 
Charlene and Audree resembled the African American girls observed by Goodwin (1990) 
who were as skilled in argument and elaborated insult exchanges as boys. As Goodwin 
notes, children’s speaking styles must be related to activities, and not simply to gender. 
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In sum, rigid dichotomies like agency versus communion, and competition versus 
cooperation (Thome, 1993), or power versus solidarity, and closeness versus distance 
(Tannen, 1993), are less helpful in understanding what Tannen refers to as the ambiguous 
and polysemous nature of interactions as they occur in specific contexts like Marta’s office 
comer. 
10. Social Construction of Intertextualitv and Faircloueh’s Critical Discourse Analysis 
Much of the office play of Marta’s students was based on juxtaposing words, 
voices, situations, and other ‘texts’ from adult work and family life. In their peer fantasy 
play they were not simply imitating or role-playing adult texts and social relationships, but 
were also changing them to a small degree. In Voloshinov’s (1973) terms, their utterances 
were ‘ideological signs’ which both reflected and refracted social reality. Rather than just 
playfully mimicking, children were “struggling with another’s discourse” in order to 
develop their own voice, and “begin to liberate themselves from the authority of the 
other’s discourse” (Bakhtin, 1981, p. 348). 
Based on Bakhtin and Voloshinov’s dialogic view of language as a social process 
of people acting and reacting to one another, the approach to intertextuality as a social 
construction developed by Bloome and Egan-Roberston (1993) provided a useful 
framework for analyzing the social interactions in the play office of Marta’s classroom. It 
offered a way of understanding how the children went about determining what texts could 
be juxtaposed, in what ways and by whom -- that is, the rules for social interaction which 
make up what Bloome and Egan-Roberston call the ‘cultural ideology’ of local events 
within a social site. Following Bloome and Egan-Roberston’s model, microanalysis 
revealed specific ways children constructed intertextuality with the social consequences of 
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making the ‘office’ a site in which girls were in charge. Charting of intertextuality showed 
that a cultural ideology was constructed in which proposals were not usually 
acknowledged unless part of the work and family themes (or ‘intertextual substance’) that 
the group was constructing. Boys and some girls did not share the same ‘entitlement 
rights’ as a core of children centered around Charlene and Audree - for example, 
Eduardo’s and Douglas’s attempts to juxtapose cop and robber themes were not 
acknowledged, nor were some of Dolores’s fantasy topics. Microanalysis also showed 
how the children used intertextuality to define themselves as peers, pretend family 
members, and workers in the girls’ businesses. Charting the specific ways intertextuality 
was constructed also revealed the office-players’ ‘communicative competence’— i.e., their 
knowledge of linguistic strategies and conventions necessary to cooperatively sustain 
conversation (Gumperz, 1982). This included their ability to use both grammatical and 
contextualization conventions to switch conversation back and forth among a range of 
speech styles (e.g., ‘play* versus ‘normal’), registers, and lexical options (Gumperz, 1982), 
as well as in and out of multiple fantasy and peer discourses. 
As Bloome and Egan-Robertson (1993) suggest, the heuristic of intertextuality as 
a social construction provides a framework for analysis that addresses the levels of 
description and interpretation, as well as what Fairclough (1989, 1992) refers to as 
explanation - which links local events to broader social, political, and cultural contexts. 
They also note that invoking broader contexts can occur both implicitly and explicitly. As 
suggested by microanalyses of peer-play events within Marta’s classroom, students were 
invoking broader contexts implicitly in the way they proposed, recognized, and 
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acknowledged intertextual links, as well in how they used such links to define themselves 
socially. 
In attempting to apply Fairclough’s three-dimensional framework, I have found 
the three levels of analysis to be overlapping, in which the levels of description and 
interpretation are more readily applicable to children’s fantasy play. In contrast, the level 
of explanation, while useful in a general way, does not appear as easily applicable to the 
specific kinds of data of this study. It is too broad and vague to arrive at definitive 
conclusions. Based primarily on text analysis, with a set of procedures and analytical 
categories imposed from above, Fairclough’s model is less responsive to the subtleties and 
complexities of face-to-face interactions - particularly as occurring in children’s social 
play. The multiple elements of fantasy play - including humor, parody, pretense, and 
constant shifts among discourses and activity types, both ‘real’ and pretend - make 
analysis difficult and tentative. In order to be more usefully applied to peer-play contexts, 
Fairclough’s model (especially in regard to analysis at the level of explanation) would 
require some adaptations. For example, it would need to: 
1) expand upon procedures and analytical categories which relate specifically to spoken 
texts produced by informal conversation. These need to address ambiguous speech 
events involving humor, sarcasm, and fantasy talk. 
2) develop more detailed ways to analyze ‘ethos’, since body language, proxemics, and 
movements are important contextualization cues found in children’s play. 
3) refine analysis of discourse practice as it involves children’s spoken and written texts. 
Fairclough has focused on written texts from the fields of medicine, advertising, 
business, media, but not on student texts. Needed are techniques for analyzing 
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interdiscursivity and intertextuality found in peer-play texts which draw upon a 
complex range of activity types, genres, styles, tenor and mode. 
To Fairclough’s credit, he does not claim to address all discourse samples, and suggests 
that alternative forms of analysis may be required to explain all the features of a given 
sample. In a general way his framework is helpful, especially as it is strengthened by 
procedures suggested by Bloome and Egan-Robertson (1993) for microanalysis and 
charting intertextuality. Perhaps this study in combination with other studies might be able 
to generate further discussion and conclusions on how microlevel texts are related to 
broader ideological processes and social relations. For example, studies based on 
discourse analysis of popular culture texts in combination with home and community texts 
would make clearer the sources of intertextuality and interdiscursivity’ found in children’s 
play - and thus complement studies focusing just on children’s in-school fantasy-play 
texts. 
B. Mv Position as Researcher: Issues of Bias and Representation 
My own social positioning as a researcher raises critical issues of standpoint and 
bias in how I have represented both the macro and microsociological in this study. In the 
process of ‘naming’ the lived experience of others, I was aware of the dangers of making 
essentialistic and monolithic descriptions, from my location as a white middle-class adult 
male researcher, of the working-class Black and Latino (mostly female) children of the 
study. I was mindful that “[t]he complexity of experience can rarely be voiced and named 
from a distance” (hooks, 1994, p.91). For example, I was wary of making judgments - 
whether based on personality or on stereotype - in my choice of words portraying the 
Latinas in the study as ‘passive’ and ‘quiet’ in contrast to the more ‘vocal’ African 
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American girls. Although beyond the focus of this study, it is possible to speculate that 
the girls were responding to discourses and models in the community and elsewhere. The 
‘loudness’ of Charlene and Audree, for example, needs to be viewed in light of recent 
scholarship which highlights the assertiveness and other strengths of Black girls (e.g., 
Leadbeater and Way, 1996; Fordham, 1993; Tatum, 1997). Ward (1996), for example, 
points out that, contrary to current research on mostly white middle-class girls showing 
their declining self-regard upon reaching adolescence, Black girls have higher levels of 
self-esteem through adolescence - a response perhaps to high parental expectations for 
strong and resistant daughters in both home and workplace. As for the Latinas in my 
study, the finding that Ana and Milly could be more or less assertive according to changes 
in play settings, needs to be seen in light of research such as that of Taylor (1996), who 
notes the complex and contradictory experiences for Latina daughters who both resist and 
accommodate traditional belief and value systems of their parents. Thus, although it is 
beyond my study to make definitive conclusions on the kinds of discourses being drawn 
upon by children such as Charlene, Audree, Milly, Milena, and Ana, any representations of 
them need to consider larger social and cultural contexts. 
There are also issues of bias - which may be more subtle and hidden - in how as a 
researcher I approached the analysis of data on the micro-level. For example, my 
positioning as a white middle-class researcher affects how I make judgments on what 
prosodic cues determine a message unit boundary, and how I interpret paralinguistic and 
nonverbal behaviors used by children from social groups to which I am an outsider. In 
their discussion of research on African American children’s language development. 
Champion and Bloome (1995) point out that who the researcher is and how the researcher 
264 
talks can influence the language being produced by participants, and the data being 
interpreted. Thus the entire process of describing, interpreting, and explaining data based 
on the interactions and dialects of the Black and Latino children of this study, is far from 
neutral. Rather, it involves making theoretical assumptions at every step, in which as 
researcher I unavoidably affect the social world being studied (Hammersley and Atkinson, 
1983). 
C. Implications 
1. Implications for Teaching 
The findings of this study show how second-grade students interacted in a play 
office during daily periods of classroom free time. Children used literacy materials in the 
office area to enact a variety of literacy practices and dramatic play scenarios based on the 
domains of home, community, and workplace. Their literacy and play activities were not 
politically neutral, but were in feet deeply connected with how children constructed social 
identities, status relationships, and ideologies of gender and class. These findings suggest 
several areas of implications for classroom teaching, 
a. Community-Based Genres and Critical Language Awareness 
The notion of what counts as classroom reading and writing needs to be expanded 
to include genres and purposes found in the ‘real world’ beyond the classroom. Primary- 
grade teachers might plan on how to structure their classroom environments so that 
literacy events drawn from community and family life can be integrated into the 
curriculum, enabling children to read and write for their own purposes and interests. 
However, as suggested by the findings, children’s peer-play literacy practices are not 
politically neutral — rather, they are part of how children form identities, status 
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relationships, and construct gender and other ideologies. The material of children’s peer- 
play activities can be sources for developing critical language awareness (CLA). 
Following approaches suggested by Janks and Ivanic (1992) and others, the classroom 
teacher can explore with children how different genres and literacy practices position 
people in different ways. For example, building on the interests shown by children in play 
(e.g., Audree’s consumer complaint letters), genre structures might be explicitly taught to 
give children social power in the community (Lemke, 1989) - including surveys, petitions, 
business memos, and letters to the editor. 
b. Popular Culture 
The findings on how Marta’s students used popular culture texts in their play 
suggest that these kinds of texts raise issues for classroom teaching. Giroux (1992) points 
out the irony that teachers implementing student-centered pedagogies, while claiming to 
want to know about their students’ experience, often do not consider how this experience 
is shaped by popular culture. Given the enormous impact of popular culture on children’s 
lives, teachers might withhold judgment of popular culture genres and be open to what 
children are actually doing with them. As this study suggests, children are not simply 
reproducing stereotyped images and positions, but resisting, struggling, and reworking 
them in complex ways. In classrooms like those observed by Dyson (1997), where 
children were free to act out their stories based on popular culture heroes and characters, 
opportunities are created for discussions and other forms of critical language awareness. 
c. Rethinking ‘Work’ and ‘Play’ 
Marta was committed to giving children time for play, in which her students were 
able to choose their own topics of conversation and types of literacy activities. Such peer 
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interaction might not have occurred in more traditional classrooms heavily dominated by 
teacher-talk. However, as suggested by the findings of this study, children’s play could at 
times be unpleasant and far from ‘innocent’, as evidenced by occasional hurt feelings, 
arguments, exclusions, and topics like mugging, potty talk, dating and make-up. While 
play should not be ‘idealized’ (Sutton-Smith and Kelly-Byme, 1984) but rather should be 
recognized as a site where children can reproduce reactionary discourses (Walkerdine, 
1990), some of the data from this study suggests that play can also be about having 
agency and overcoming status as powerless children (Dyson, 1997). As teachers we need 
to be comfortable working with a high degree of ambiguity in our attempts to understand 
what children are doing in play. When incorporating play into their classrooms, teachers 
also need to both observe and interact (as Marta did by sometimes joining in the play), 
while at the same time respecting children’s need for privacy in their ‘role-play’ behavior 
(Holdaway, 1986). Perhaps as a result of rethinking rigid dichotomies between ‘work’ 
and ‘play’, play can take a greater part within the daily classroom curriculum, and its 
ideological content could become a topic for critical language study. 
2. Implications for Research 
This study is limited to a small group of children within one classroom, as they 
engaged in only one type of activity within the school day. A case study approach based 
on microanalysis of social interactions can give a close-up view of a small number of 
individuals as they interact socially. However, the selectivity of such a study means that 
other individuals and interactions within the same site remain beyond its focus. Also, this 
study does not collect the breadth and kinds of data with which to make definitive claims 
of the macro-level of society. To build a more complete picture of the richness and 
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complexity of particular social contexts such as Marta’s classroom, as well as to generate 
data about macrosociological processes in ways which avoid reification, further research is 
needed in the following areas, 
a. Further Research Within the School Site 
As a consequence of focusing on participants who played a more active and vocal 
part than their peers, quieter participants were not foregrounded. Future study might focus 
on how seemingly more ‘quiet’ children are implicated in group construction of power 
relations within peer play. For example, another type of study might have looked closer at 
what other girls, such as Dolores and Milena R., were doing in the office area. How were 
they influenced by (and how did they influence) office players such as Audree and 
Charlene? 
Because this study focused on only one period in the daily classroom routine, a 
question remains as to the nature of the office-players’ interactions over the course of the 
school day (e.g., during recess, writing workshop, math time). For example, in the several 
observations I made during recess on the playground, I found that office-players from 
Peg’s home-room group often carried fantasy themes back and forth from playground to 
Oficina. A more extensive study which encompassed the entire school day might have 
addressed questions such as how participation structures within the student-run Oficina 
compared with those of‘formal’ academic activities. That is, how did changes in context 
affect how participants constructed social identities and power relationships? Another 
study also might have focused more closely on what the boys were doing in the office, and 
on the specific ways they constructed gender. 
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As noted in Chapter 3, data collection for this study was based on two separate 
classroom groups - those of Marta’s home room, and those of Peg’s. Each group went 
through a five-day rotation in Marta’s room, followed by five days in Peg’s. Since I was 
based only in Marta’s room, I observed only the group doing its rotation in her room. 
However, because of the increasing amounts of recorded data collected on both groups, I 
decided to concentrate my analysis on just one group. My decision to focus on Marta’s 
home group and not Peg’s was based on the following rationale: within Peg’s class, the 
more active office players consisted of a core of middle-class girls (two white and one 
Latina). In contrast to the themes of home and workplace acted out by Marta’s office- 
players, Peg’s group engaged in dramatic play about animal and storybook characters, 
treasure maps, and secret codes - and much less in ‘playing office’. Because of my 
interest in the theoretical issues of power, control, and identity as constructed through 
literacy practices of working-class children, I chose to base my analysis on Marta’s group. 
However, further research consisting of a comparative study of these two groups could 
more deeply explore issues such as those related to social class and peer play. 
In addition, action research conducted by classroom teachers would contribute to 
understanding the effects of critical language awareness activities on children’s peer play. 
For example, action research might explore how discussions, role-plays, and other CL A 
projects influence the ways in which children construct gender and other ideologies in their 
peer interactions. 
b. Further Research in Sites Beyond the School 
Given the findings on how the office-players were responding to demonstrations of 
literacy practices and interactions based in the domains of home, community, and work, a 
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question remains as to the specific nature of these demonstrations. Further studies are 
needed - particularly like those reported in Street (1993) and Barton and Ivanic (1991), 
which follow an ideological model of literacy -- to see what kinds of literacy practices are 
used within homes, communities, and workplaces of Marta’s students’ families. Such 
research would help clarify the kinds of demonstrations to which children are exposed 
outside of school, and how this affects their in-school peer play. By looking at the precise 
nature of children’s engagement with popular culture texts outside the classroom, such 
research would provide a more complete picture of the influences of popular culture on 
peer interactions. 
D. Summary 
The findings of this study show how a group of children used a classroom play 
space to enact a business office, which they used as the setting for a variety of dramas and 
scenes based on family life, work, and sometimes dating. Their play was complex as they 
shifted among multiple, overlapping identities and discourses. For example, Charlene 
constructed complicated identities as the dating baby in both diapers and make-up who 
could dump boyfriends and assault phone companies — while also directing play as ‘boss of 
the game’. Children organized themselves in both hierarchical and egalitarian ways, as 
they negotiated various rules for determining one’s rank within business and family 
structures. At the same time that they called themselves ‘bosses of their own companies’, 
the girls’ ‘work’ was almost entirely clerical. In addition to answering phones, filling out 
forms, and stuffing envelopes, they had to bring their ‘children’ to work since they lacked 
daycare. Thus as managers and owners in name, in feet they were acting out material 
270 
dilemmas of working-class women. Although their home-lives were beyond the focus of 
this study, it is possible the girls’ fantasy play was influenced by the working-class jobs of 
their own mothers. 
Rather than offering one clear picture, the findings of this study present multiple 
pictures, giving overlapping and contradictory images which sometimes ran parallel and 
sometimes contested dominant gender and class discourses. Although this study does not 
have a great amount of evidence to support data claims about broader social and political 
relations at the societal level, there was some evidence to suggest that the children in their 
peer play were not simply constructing literacy activities or trying on roles — they were 
also taking up and challenging dominant ideologies. Their play was ideological with 
respect to what identities could be possible, how ‘entitlement rights’ were established, and 
the ways in which they equated literacy tasks with the corporate world. Although 
definitive answers are beyond this study, their play was not a simple reproduction or 
reflection of dominant social relations of society. There were strands of evidence 
suggesting that in small but visible ways the children were also changing and refracting 
these relations. For example, in the ways in which the girls in Marta’s room appropriated 
the office area as their own, and acted out strong female roles in some of their fantasy 
play, they assumed a sense of agency and created possibilities for themselves. However, 
in light of the overall ambiguity suggested by the data, perhaps this study in combination 
with other studies exploring children’s lives beyond the classroom, might be able to 
generate explanation which more clearly links micro level events of peer play with broader 
social, cultural, and political contexts. To the extent that adult-generated theory can begin 
from the standpoint of children and explain the contradictory and sometimes ‘wildly 
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incoherent’ (Smith, 1987) nature of their fantasy-play lives, there is the potential for new 
and complex ways of understanding children. 
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APPENDIX A 
DEFINITIONS OF CODING DESCRIPTORS 
[Note: indicates the message unit which illustrates the function] 
Speaker 
The speaker refers to the person making the utterance or the action - that 
is, the originator of the message unit, whether verbal or non-verbal. 
Addressee 
The addressee is the person or persons to whom the speaker directs the 
message unit, whether verbal utterance or nonverbal behavior. 
Form 
The Form refers to the specific form in which the message unit is 
constituted, which could be a Question, Statement, Response, or Other. 
Question: an interrogative statement, which is marked by grammatical 
structure or by a rise in pitch at the end of an utterance. 
- “Are you gonna do one for me?” 
- “You want a typewriter for lunch?” 
a question might be rhetorical as in: 
- “Isn’t she cute when she says that?” 
- “I have to change a stinky little baby sister?” 
or a question might take the form of a tag question 
following a statement, as in: 
“I’m goin’ different ways, [coded as Statement] 
- OK?’ [coded as Question] 
Statement: a message unit consisting of a declarative statement, which 
can take the form of a sentence, phrase, or word. 
- “Audree, 
I’m the boss of the game.” [two statements] 
- “Pway!” [Play!] 
- “I’m in my office in my house.” 
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Response: an utterance or action which is a direct response to another 
person’s utterance or action. 
- “Nothin’” [in response to a question “What’re you 
playing?”] 
- “Good girllll!” [in response to an action] 
- “Hello.” [in response to a ringing phone] 
- “Thanks.” 
Some utterances can be coded as both a statement and a 
response, as in: 
- “I brung her boyfriend back.” [in response to a question] 
- “You’re too loud.” [in response to a previous 
statement uttered loudly] 
Other: includes nonverbal behavior, prosodies used to hold 
floor or express emotion. 
- “Ohhh, 
you look pretty. 
- “Ahhhh! 
These phone calls!” 
- [Roberto reaches out to grab the slate.] 
Function/Strategv 
A speaker’s utterances and actions carry out specific 
communicative functions or strategies, which can be identified in 
the following ways. 
Initiating interaction: a move, by producing an utterance or action, 
which elicits conversation or other 
communicative response from another 
person or persons. 
- “Audree, 
how do you know that she’s your baby?” 
275 
- “Hello, [on phone] 
Can you come over and watch my daughter?” 
- [Milly reaches toward Audree’s hair with hole puncher] 
Initiating topic: beginning a new topic of conversation, which can 
occur when initiating an interaction, or when 
changing the subject in the midst of a 
conversation that has already started. 
Examples of new topic at initiation of an interaction: 
- “Get me some wunch, please.” 
- “You wanta be my mothah?’ 
- “Who’s the boss in here?” 
Example of new topic as result of changing the subject: 
Charlene: I tell big sister to mind her own beeswax! 
Audree: I know, [to Milena R] Isn’t she cute when 
she says that? 
Milena R: Mm-hm. 
- Charlene: [jumping and squirming] Mommy! Mommy! 
Change meeee! 
Requesting: a question or a statement which asks for some sort of 
information or action on the part of another person. 
- “Can you come over and watch my daughter?” 
- “What’re you playing?’ 
Jackson, Soares, Mendez, Rodriguez Company. 
- May I help you? 
Informing: providing information related to the speaker, addressee, 
or the subject of conversation. 
- “And then I wrote something.” 
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- “We’re gonna do another attorney meeting.” 
- “There’s somebody on the telephone.” 
Expressing personal feelings and emotions: expressing one’s own 
feelings, emotions, opinions. 
- “I love saying that.” 
- “You’re brainwashed from being with those little 
kids.” 
- “Good girlll!” 
Agreeing: expressing agreement with what another person has said 
or done. 
Charlene: Both of them got babies. 
- Audree: I know, they both got babies. 
Audree: Isn’t she cute when she says that? 
- Milena R: Mm-hm. 
Idalia: You guys, put on your tags. 
- Charlene: OK, we’ll put on our tags. 
Disagreeing: expressing disagreement with what another person has said 
or done. 
Milly: 
- Charlene: 
And I was zero! 
No, you was two. 
Charlene: 
- Audree: 
Mine isn’t bigger than yours. 
Yes, it is. 
Milly: And then I wanted to do this to your 
hair. 
- Audree: [stretches out her arm to block Milly] 
Naming: addressing another person by name, subject position, or 
relationship. 
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- “Audree, [coded also as holding floor] 
since you’re the boss...” 
- “Son! Son! 
Stop yellin’!” 
- “Jackson, Soares, Mendez, Rodriguez Company. 
May I help you?” 
Ignoring: deliberately refusing to respond to another person’s 
utterance or other act of communicating. 
Dolores: [takes some of Charlene’s markers.] 
Charlene: I need them! 
- Dolores: [carries markers to comer table] 
Bestowing status: telling another person what subject position, status, or 
other attribute to assume in peer play. 
- “You can be Idalia’s kid.” 
- “You’re fired.” 
- “You my big sister.” 
Assuming status: assigning oneself a subject position, status, or other 
attribute in peer fantasy play. 
- “I’m the boss of the game.” 
- “I’m a baby.” 
Rejecting status bestowed: refusing to assume a subject position, status, or 
other attribute assigned by another person in 
peer fantasy play. 
- “No, I’m not fired.” 
Makinp status reference: referring to another person (or to oneself) 
according to a subject position or other status- 
marker assumed in peer fantasy play. 
- “Come to Mommy!” 
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“Go play with big sister.” 
- “I’ll get your aunt.” 
- “The Baby-sitters Club is coming upstairs!” 
Take/hold floor: using an utterance or prosodies to take or keep one’s 
place in a conversational exchange, or to give oneself 
time to plan one’s next utterance. 
- “Oh, 
and here.” [hands her a pencil] 
- “Audree, 
I’m boss of the game.” 
- “All right, 
clean up!” 
Controlling: attempting to direct the thoughts or actions of another 
person. Controlling statements can be made within the frame 
of play - that is, while assuming a fantasy subject position, as 
in the following examples. 
- “Don’t touch them.” 
- “Get me some wunch [lunch], please.” 
- “Go play with your friends.” 
Controlling statements can also be made in one’s ‘normal 
voice’ about the direction of fantasy play, as in the form of 
prompts or ‘stage directions’. 
« 
- “Audree, you was my aunt.” 
- “Make believe you started cryin’.” 
- “Act like you were all the people.” 
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X* 
i 
f 
Explaining plav: utterances made to others (both players and non¬ 
players) about the on-going peer fantasy play. These include “And 
then” statements and other prompts to cue fellow players on plot 
and ‘story-line’ -- as well as commentaries and questions about 
various aspects of peer play events, characters, etc. 
- “And then I wanted to do this to your hair.” 
- “That was my first word - ‘no’.” 
- “How do you know she’s your baby?” 
Other: utterances which include interjections, greetings, threats, 
teasing, insulting, making sounds and parodies, and other 
functions/strategies which fell outside the categories previously 
listed on the chart. 
Milly: [raising slate toward Roberto] NO! 
Audree: NO! Now, GO! 
- Roberto: [mimicking] NO! [example of teasing] 
- “Awwww!” [interjection] 
- “Oh, god.” [expletive] 
- “You probably don’t even know your times tables.” 
[example of insult] 
- “Good-bye!” [closing] 
- “Ring-ring!” [making sound of telephone] 
Normal Speech: one’s ‘normal’ voice as used in peer conversation when 
not actually engaged in role-playing during peer fantasy 
play. 
- “How come you gotta be the boss every day?” 
- “I can’t play because there’s already six people.” 
- “I’m her mother and I’m the baby-sitter, too.” 
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Play Speech: one’s voice used in play-acting a part during peer fantasy 
play - which can be recognized by content and 
contextualization cues such as register and prosody (pitch, 
intonation, rhythm, synchronization, etc.) 
- “Ohhh, good girlll!” 
- “Time to get ready for the meeting.” 
- “Mommy! Me draw the picture for you.” 
For speech which is ambiguous, in that it is difficult to 
determine whether it is ‘play’ or ‘normal’ speech, a question 
mark is used in coding. 
- “Be quiet. You’re not my mother, you’re just my 
little baby sister.” 
Charlene: 
- Audree: 
Charlene: 
Audree: 
Get me some wunch, please. 
Wunch? 
Lunch. 
Could have said it with an L instead 
ofU. 
Genre/event type: refers to the type of discourse, or type of conversational 
event, that is being acted out in peer fantasy play (e.g., parental 
reprimand, business phone call, job interview) and in peer ‘non¬ 
play’ interactions (e.g., exchanging insults). 
Example of ‘parental praising’: 
“Good girlll! 
You’re giving your Daddy something!” 
Example of ‘parental reprimand’: 
“No! Leave it alone! 
Stop! Stop taking stuff from my daughter.” 
Example of ‘business phone call greeting’: 
“Jackson, Soares, Rodriguez and Company. 
May I help you?” 
IntertexPialitv dimensions/levels 
Coding follows the framework developed by Bloome (1992) and Bloome & Egan- 
Robertson (1993), according to which participants may make a proposal of intertextuality 
explicitly through statements (on the word level) or implicitly through actions. In a similar 
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way, participants may recognize and acknowledge such proposals by making explicit 
statements or by using behaviors which imply recognition and acknowledgment. 
Intertextuality can be established on the levels of word/message, interactional unit, genre, 
topic/theme, or other textual dimension. The social consequence(s) of intertextuality 
refers to how the participants are positioned socially, including how they define 
themselves or are defined by the on-going process of constructing intertextuality. 
An example of coding some levels and social consequences of intertextuality: 
1 Audree: Did he ask you for a date? 
2 Charlene: [nods head rapidly up and down several times, 
grinning widely] 
3 I gotta get all ready. 
4 I gotta get ah my make-up on. 
5 Audree: [hands Charlene ‘check’ stubs she has tom from ‘payments 
received’ booklet] 
6 You can write on all three of these. 
13 Charlene: [sliding toward Audree ‘check’ stubs on which she has just 
finished writing] Done! 
In this episode of peer play, Audree and Charlene are playing office, in which they 
fill out forms and answer phones. The two girls then juxtapose a discussion of dating onto 
their office talk. Specifically, on line 1 Audree is proposing an intertextual link on the 
level of words (“Did he ask you for a date?*’) This question is also part of an interactional 
unit, along with Charlene’s response on line 2. Lines 1 through 4 are also part of a genre 
or conversation event type which can be labeled as girl’s ‘dating talk’. Then, on line 5, 
Audree proposes another link back to the discourse of ‘work’ when she hands some forms 
to Charlene with the instruction “You can write on all three of these.” This is coded as a 
proposal, in which levels of intertexuality include those of message (Audree’s gesture of 
handing ‘check’stubs to Charlene), genre (issuing work instructions), and topic/theme (the 
story being acted out in the play episode). Charlene recognizes and acknowledges 
Audree’s proposal for constructing intertextuality on line 13 when she finishes doing her 
‘work’ and announces “Done!” 
The social consequence of the two children’s social construction of intertextuality 
on lines 1-4 is to define themselves as girls within what seems to be a traditional dating 
discourse - which includes being asked out for a date and then putting on make-up in 
preparation for the date. In contrast, the social consequence of the second construction of 
intertextuality on lines 5-13 consists in positioning the girls as workers in an office 
workplace; specifically, Audree positions herself within a managerial subject position, with 
Charlene as her subordinate. (For purposes of describing the coding, my explanation here 
is limited to this small excerpt of data. When viewed in light of the surrounding context, 
there are further levels of complexity that need to be explained, such as Charlene’s 
juxtaposition of playing baby with assuming the position of boss.) 
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Discourse 
Because so much of the children’s peer play conversation consisted of sudden 
shifts between ‘non-play’ peer talk and fantasy talk based on various discourses from the 
adult world, I have included this section in the coding chart. It is intended as a way to 
map the different types of discourse that participants use in their conversations. Adapting 
Fairclough (1992, pp. 124-130), I use the term ‘discourse’ in a broad sense to include 
‘discourse types’ and genres commonly associated with the domains of family, work, 
children’s peer culture, and other domains (e.g., school). In their peer fantasy play, 
participants sometimes engaged in talk that drew upon more than one discourse — such as 
when playing family and office simultaneously. In these instances, more than one category 
would be marked on the coding sheet. 
Examples of Family Discourse: 
- “Good girlll! You’re giving your Daddy something!” 
- “Baby sister, you always say that.” 
Examples of Work Discourse: 
- “This check will not be taken until April fifteen.” 
- “Soares, Jackson, Mendez, and Rodriguez Company. May we help you? 
Can you call tomorrow? She’s at the workshop.” 
Examples of Peer Discourse: 
- “I wonder where Marta is.” 
- “And then somebody called me.” 
- “Act like you were all the people.” 
Example of Family and Work Discourse: 
- “She [baby sister] keeps botherin’ me while I’m workin’!” 
Examples of Other Discourses: 
- “Did he ask you for a date?” (Dating Discourse) 
- “^Quien le falta la tarea, por favor?” (School Discourse) 
[Who’s missing their homework, please?] 
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Literacies: 
In this section message units are coded whenever they involve uses and references 
to written language within a particular domain (e.g., family, workplace). References to 
written texts can be explicit and direct, but also indirect and implied (Bloome and Egan- 
Robertson, 1993). 
Examples of Family literacies: 
- [Milly, playing baby, writes a large B on the slate, then erases it.] 
- “And then I wrote something.” 
- “I’ll check in all the phone books.” 
Examples of Workplace literacies: 
- [Audree writes on the carbon order pad and picks up the phone.] 
- “Send these [order pad sheets] to two different nations in the world.” 
- “He says you have to pay a bill for the phone.” 
Examples of Other literacies: 
- “The Baby-sitters Club is coming!” [reference to children’s non-school 
popular culture text] 
- [turning to read the sign-in board] “Jackson, then Soares, then Mendez.” 
[use of peer culture text] 
- [Marta comes to carpet and begins calendar exercise and shared reading.] 
[use of school instruction conventions 
and school-based texts] 
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APPENDIX B 
SELECTED FREE-PLAY WRITING SAMPLES 
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